Workload Challenge Research Project posters : conference-style posters produced by the schools involved in the Workload Challenge Research Projects by unknown
Workload Challenge 
Research Project 
Posters 
Conference-style posters produced by 
the schools involved in the Workload 
Challenge Research Projects 
March 2018 
Contents 
Introduction 4 
Marking 5 
Aquinas Teaching and Learning Trust report 6 
Cheshire Vale Teaching School Alliance report 7
Flying High Trust report 
Marking conference 
Cotgrave Candleby Lane Primary School 9 
Ravenshead Primary School 10 
Minimal marking 
Everton Primary School 11 
Flying High Academy at Ladybrook 12 
Radcliffe on Trent Junior School 13 
Pupil self-assessment 
Hucknall National Church of England Primary School 14 
Mapplewells Primary and Nursery School 15 
Use of symbols 
Lambley Primary School 16 
Lover’s Lane Primary and Nursery School 17 
Visible learning into action 
Hillside Primary and Nursery School 18 
Marking in the moment 
Ernehale Junior School 19 
Larkfields Junior School 20 
West Bridgford Junior School 21 
Greenwood Primary School 22 
High Oakham Primary School 23 
Mapperley Plains Primary School 24 
Southwark Teaching School Alliance 25 
The WOWS consortium report 
Highfield St Matthew’s C.E. Primary School 27 
March Green Primary School 28 
Marus Bridge Primary School 29 
Orrell Holgate Academy 30 
Orrell Newfold Community Primary School 31 
St Aidan’s Catholic Primary School 32 
St James’ CE Primary School 33 
St James’ RC Primaary School 34 
St John’s C of E Primary School 35 
St Jude’s Catholic Primary School 36 
St Mark’s C.E. Primary School 37 
St Paul’s C.E. Primary School 38 
Westfield Community School 39 
Winstanley Community Primary School 40 
Worsley Mesnes Primary School 41 
Planning 42 
The Mead School 43 
Transform Trust 44 
Whitley Bay High School 45 
Data management 46 
Ashford Teaching Alliance 47 
Haberdashers’ Aske’s Hatcham College 48 
Jurassic Coast Teaching School Alliance 49 
St Peter’s Teaching School 50 
 Introduction 
In 2016, the National College for Teaching and Leadership awarded grants to 11 groups 
of schools to carry out collaborative research projects into efficient and effective 
approaches that reduce unnecessary workload. One additional group of schools from the 
WOWS consortium in Wigan also carried out a research project investigating reducing 
unnecessary workload relating to marking. 
The research projects built on the principles and recommendations from 3 independent 
reports into workload. 
Lead schools worked with professional researchers and their school partners to 
investigate current practices and develop long-term solutions to better manage teacher 
workload. The schools were also asked to produce a conference-style poster to provide a 
‘bite-sized’ summary of their project. This document contains all of the posters, grouped 
by theme. 
 Marking 
Five research projects investigated approaches to marking. These approaches involved 
strategies such as using live marking, marking codes and self- and peer-assessment to 
replace detailed written feedback. 
Reducing teacher workload through ‘real-time’ personalised feedback 
Researchers: R. Protsiv(St Patrick’s), P. Pipola(St Patrick’s), Prof. G. Welch(Institute of Education, UCL) 
Schools: Holy Family Secondary School, Our Lady and St George’s Primary School, St Joseph’s Junior School, St Patrick’s Primary School, Trinity Catholic High School 
Introduction 
The research examined the diversity of 
assessments as well as the extent to which 
the workload associated with gathering and 
use of assessment information impacts on 
teacher workload and improves student 
outcomes. 
The aim of the research was to find the ways 
to: 
 Reduce the amount of formal testing, data 
collection and its analysis by adopting the 
principles of quality formative assessment 
 Reduce the amount of marking and 
improve the value of feedback to students 
and teachers through high quality verbal 
feedback 
The research sought to answer the following 
research questions: 
1. What is the impact of the current 
practices in the trust’s schools on the 
teacher workload and student outcomes? 
2. What is the impact of personalised, ‘real-
time’ assessment and feedback on the 
teachers’ workload and the outcomes for 
pupils? 
 
Method 
Participants 
To introduce the interventions to the assigned groups, within 
the chosen Yr4, 5 and 7 Year groups, 24 parallel classes 
were divided into the trial and control conditions. In the trial 
classes, teachers were required to make formative 
assessment and give verbal feedback during the lessons 
instead of written feedback. Teachers in the control classes 
continued with their current school practice of giving written 
feedback according to their marking policies. 
Procedure 
The intervention tested the impact of the increased 
personalised feedback and formative assessment writing on 
teacher workload and student outcomes. The data collection 
was done through the teachers’ logs, teacher 
questionnaires, teacher and student interviews. 
All teachers planned lessons for the following learning 
outcome - Draft and write by using a wide range of devices 
to build cohesion within and across paragraphs. 
The teachers were able to choose the writing genre most 
suitable for their year classes. The lessons were no longer 
than 45 min and need to be delivered as follows: 
Day 1 - Teachers provided a general outline of the new 
concepts being taught and modelled examples which 
exhibited the planned outcomes. Students generated their 
own examples which incorporated the taught material. 
Teachers assessed students’ outcomes throughout the 
lesson offering personalised feedback and requiring the 
students to make improvements in their next attempts. 
Day 2 - The lessons continued in the similar manner 
throughout the first two days in order to master the skills. 
Day 3 - The students were given opportunities to apply the 
learned skills. The teachers shared the expected standard 
of writing and asked students to produce an extended 
purposeful piece of writing which was marked in depth by 
the teachers. 
Day 4 - The teachers clarified the common misconceptions. 
The students analysed the teachers’ feedback, edited their 
work and produced a final version. The final version was 
discussed with peers critiquing and making comparative 
analysis against the expected standards shared by the 
teachers. 
Materials 
Time logs were completed by the teachers before and 
during the trial period. 
Online questionnaire was used by the teachers of seven 
schools. 
Results 
Impact of previous practice 
 
Impact on teacher workload 
The amount of time gained in providing less written feedback varied from at least one hour per week, with which one 
teacher was “delighted”, to a more common 50% reduction from four hours to two hours. Furthermore, having given 
extensive verbal feedback, the written feedback could then be “whizzed through” for some, making “the whole 
process work really well.”  
Impact on student learning 
Overall, verbal feedback was seen as having a “significant impact”; students were observed to apply what was said 
and so stopped making the same mistakes. 
The need for re-drafting was reportedly reduced and there was no need to plan for an extra lesson, as student errors 
were “fixed” during the lesson. The experimental group teachers said that they had thought much more about what 
they expected from different ability groups and that their planning was much more thorough. A recurring theme 
concerned the difference that verbal feedback had had with lower attaining students. “The lower ability started feeling 
so much better, standards improved simply because it impacted on their self-esteem.”  
Impact on quality of work 
The use of verbal feedback was seen to have a significant impact on the quality of the written work produced by the 
end of the week. The experimental trial teachers, compared to the control teachers, believed that - because of the 
one-to-one verbal feedback - there were notable improvements in the quality of the work in the trial week than 
evident in the previous week. 
Research design 
A between-class design was used with a 
post- test only. To address the aims of 
the research the independent variable of 
intervention type was operationalised by 
creating two conditions: 
 IV Level 1 (Control condition) – no 
intervention 
 IV Level 2 (Active control) – increased 
verbal (reduced written) feedback 
given 
In addtition, the teachers from seven 
schools participated in the questionnaire 
to evaluate impact of the the current 
practices on teacher workload. 
 
Conclusions 
Teachers reported significant reduction in weekly marking time English – between 25% and 75% of usual 
2-4hrs of English marking per week. Almost all teachers agreed that the verbal feedback had either 
moderate or significant positive impact on student progress. Most teachers commented on the major 
decrease in their workload associated with marking. Those who cited minor decrease explained that they 
were able to spend more time preparing better quality lessons or catching up on other work which 
otherwise would not be possible. There is a scope for significant financial savings in schools through 
improving the efficiencies of teacher deployment. 
Recommendations for future research 
Research on effective use on teacher assessment and verbal feedback. 
Research on how the school leaders collect and use the assessment information and evaluate its impact on 
the school performace. 
Study the value for money of school activities associated with assessments and marking. 
 
Reducing teacher workload: the ‘Re-balancing 
feedback’ trial 
What is the impact on teacher and student outcomes of replacing 
marking with three classroom-based feedback strategies? 
Ffion Eaton (Tarporley High School): Project Lead 
Jason Lowe (Tarporley High School): Teaching School Lead 
Helen Nutton (Tarporley High School): Assistant Project Lead  
Stuart Kime (Evidence Based Education): Researcher 
Cheshire Vale Teaching School Alliance 
Schools: 
 Tarporley High School 
 Queen’s Park High School 
 Helsby High School 
Introduction 
This research presents and describes findings from a small-scale randomised 
controlled trial (with class as the unit of randomisation) involving 30 teachers’ Year 10 
and Year 12 classes studying English and English Literature (GCSE and A Level) in 
three secondary schools (Queen’s Park High School, Tarporley High School and 
Helsby High School) in the northwest of England. The trial was conducted between 7th 
March 2017 and 26th May 2017, and was coordinated by senior leaders from 
Tarporley High School. 
The 2015 publication ‘Government response to the Workload Challenge’ (DfE, 2015) 
was instrumental in informing the research reported in this document, as was 
‘Eliminating unnecessary workload’ (DfE, 2016) and the Education Endowment 
Foundation’s ‘A marked improvement?’ report (Elliott et al., 2016). 
Also, the seminal meta-analysis by Kluger and DeNisi (1996), John Hattie’s ‘The 
Power of Feedback’ review (Hattie & Timperley, 2007) and Susan Askew’s book 
‘Feedback for Learning’ (Askew, 2000) informed the work in this project. 
Furthermore, the work of Harks, Rakoczy, Hattie, Besser, and Klieme (2014) on the 
effectiveness of different types of written feedback (which acknowledges that process-
oriented feedback seems to have a greater positive effect than grade-oriented 
feedback) was of interest in the design of the intervention. 
 
Method 
Participants 
30 teachers of Year 10 and Year 12 students studying English and English Literature 
(GCSE and A Level) in three secondary schools (Queen’s Park High School, 
Tarporley High School and Helsby High School) in the northwest of England. All 
teachers volunteered for the project and were randomised by the researcher to 
receive either the intervention or control (business as usual) condition. 
Procedure 
The randomisation was concealed so that all participants – schools, teachers 
(including intervention developers), students – did not know to which group they were 
randomised until after it was done. There was no foreknowledge of randomised 
allocation. 
Teachers of English who were randomised to the treatment condition suspended their 
usual practice of providing written feedback comments (marking) in Year 10 and Year 
12 books between 7th March 2017 and 26th May 2017. 
During the same period, teachers of English who were randomised to the treatment 
condition replaced the written feedback with three specific feedback strategies: ‘front-
end feedback’, ‘register feedback’ and ‘strategic sampling’ (described earlier in this 
document). 
Teachers randomised to the control condition continued with business as usual. This 
differed slightly across the three schools, due to the nuances of their individual 
policies on feedback and homework 
Materials 
Teachers were given training by the Project Leads at Tarporley High School, and then 
used dedicated exercise books for students to complete class and homework tasks in 
for the duration of the project. 
Results 
The data collected and analysed in this trial indicate that the ‘re-balancing feedback’ 
intervention saves teachers time, and creates space for them to be more reflective 
practitioners, all while not having a detectable detrimental impact on student 
outcomes in Year 10 and Year 12 English and English Literature. 
Below are presented to indicative sets of results from the project (teacher self-
reported hours spent marking and Year 10 student attainment data for English). 
Results for other data collected (teacher-level and student-level are available in the 
full written report).  
With very limited data from teachers involved (the initial sample was small, and non-
response to follow-up problematic), drawing robust conclusions about the impact of 
the intervention on self-reported hours spent marking is not possible. Teacher 
comments from the focus groups have been included to show the perceived impact on 
teachers. 
Teachers’ comments from the focus group 
“I have found that I have been probably been wanting to do more, it is not a chore 
anymore, if you see what I mean, so you have got those four or five more hours extra 
than you would normally” 
“I think it is a better use of my time rather than writing the same thing in 25 books and 
it not being effective for the other 5.” 
“[The misconception] had been addressed within 24 hours…but normally it could have 
been left a week maybe.” 
“Doing Jekyll and Hyde at the moment one of the big things was a lot of them had 
mentioned that the garden was dead, but they hadn’t referred to the Garden of Eden, 
the fall of Adam, but then I fed that back to the whole group within three or four 
minutes rather than writing it 32 times.” 
 
Year 10 English Language 
outcomes 
On the outcome measure, the 
intervention group moderately 
outperformed the control group, by 1.7 
marks. This difference is enough to be 
statistically significant; in other words, 
it is unlikely to have arisen by pure 
chance in a sample of this size. 
Conclusions 
As far as is possible to conclude from the data collected and analysed in this trial, 
there is an indication that the ‘re-balancing feedback’ intervention saves teachers time 
and creates space for them to be more reflective practitioners, all while not having a 
detectable detrimental impact on student outcomes in Year 10 and Year 12 English 
and English Literature. 
The lack of a significant disturbance to student outcomes, but the presence of 
evidence (from focus group discussions) of a reduction in teacher workload is 
encouraging and should add to the growing body of evidence in this area. This was, in 
essence, a trial of a relatively inexpensive intervention (involving two days of staff 
training), and one which had very little additional resource required to implement it. 
There are several limitations to the findings in this study. 
Firstly, the absence of student baseline achievement scores made the analysis of 
impact on this variable of interest less precise that had they been present. Secondly, 
the small sample size of teachers, and the subsequent low response rate to calls for 
pre- and post-test data (TSES and hours worked) also make conclusions drawn less 
robust than otherwise they would have been. Thirdly, the absence of better 
compliance data means that complier average causal effect (CACE) analysis cannot 
be done. This kind of analysis would have helped shed greater light on the 
effectiveness of the intervention. Fourthly, while the randomisation process was as 
robust as possible under the circumstances, blocking and stratification could have 
been used to provide a clearer understanding of impact. Finally, any findings from this 
study can only be generalised to a very small sub-set of English and English 
Literature teachers (and their Year 10 and Year 12 students) in three schools in the 
north west of the United Kingdom. 
The ‘rebalancing feedback’ trial indicates that it is possible for schools to investigate 
the impact of school-led initiatives designed to improve working conditions by 
reducing workload. But this is not enough. As well as removing from the diet of 
teachers’ lives the unnecessary, the inefficient and the ineffective, there needs to be a 
sharp focus on bringing in the necessary, the efficient and the effective in their places. 
In essence, it is important to use this research – and others in the same field – to 
investigate how to use the opportunity of reducing workload to increase student 
learning. 
Finally, this trial was interesting because of its ‘reductionist’ approach. Many 
interventions in education are of the ‘additive’ sort – ones which work on the 
assumption that to do more is to do better. Trials which assess the impact of not doing 
something are to be welcomed. 
 
 
 Flying High Trust report 
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 Key themes: 
 
 
Method Justification Key Findings 
Questionnaires To gain a broad 
view of opinions 
of all children 
involved (160) 
Usefulness of conference marking with their teacher (Very useful): 
As a whole class                                 47% 
Small group                                         76% 
1:1 with teacher/other adult           91% 
Pupil Interviews A range of 5 
children from 
each class were 
chosen for a more 
in-depth 
response. 
Year 2 and 6 – all children commented positively on receiving 1:1 
conference marking with their teacher or another adult.  
E.g. Yr 2: “Talking on your own as a private conversation is best so no-one 
else can hear and know the answers” 
        Yr 6: “1:1 with your teacher is the best way of marking. You get your 
say. In class, you don’t, it’s rare. If it’s just you and the teacher, they can give 
you specific ideas for your piece of work to make it unique.” 
Mixed responses to small-group and whole-class conference marking: 
E.g. Yr 2: “I least like group conference marking because you might get put 
with people that mess around a lot and you don’t get as much done.” 
        Yr 6: “Conference marking in a small group is better than a whole class. 
Sometimes you can’t hear your own voice in a whole class and having other 
people to help you mark as well as the teacher is good”.  
 Teacher Focus 
Groups 
To ascertain 
experiences of 
teachers involved. 
All teachers found 1:1 conference marking worked most effectively and saw 
good progress with children’s work but said finding time to do this was very 
difficult. Year 2 teachers found small-group conference marking least 
effective because of distraction from other children in the class. Year 6 
teachers found a mixed approach to conference marking worked best – 
working with the whole class, small groups or 1:1 children when needed. 
Review of 
Research 
Journal  
Monitoring 
personal 
experiences of 
project. 
Entry 1 – 21.3.17 “Trialled small group conference marking with Year 2 
today. Use of time/progress for other children when not working with an 
adult was not effective. Classroom was noisy and felt very stressful, taking 
all day to complete with all children in the class, even with TA support. Less 
teacher marking, but high stress!” 
Entry 2 – 27.4.17 “Completed lots of 1:1 feedback today with conference 
marking approach. Children made good progress and could see their 
mistakes. TA also conference marked  effectively with several 1:1 children.” 
Entry 3 – 15.6.17 “Whole-class conference marking of India reports was 
successful but had to have same next step to make it manageable. Not sure 
it totally pushed all children at the correct levels but was a calm and 
supportive atmosphere with children helping each other to mark” 
Conference 
Marking as… 
Pros Cons 
Whole Class Calm, manageable, 1 marking sheet 
to produce for all 
Least preferred style for majority of 
children – not specific for them, less 
challenge 
Small Group Encourages conversations between 
children (peer-assessment). 
 
Distractions from other children in the 
group. 
Takes a long time. Children need to 
be grouped according to next step. 
‘Holding activities’ for other children – 
limited progress 
1:1 with 
adult 
Very specific for each child and each 
piece of work. 
Preferred approach for majority of 
children. 
Takes time - if work is marked 
beforehand it does not reduce 
workload.  
Context of Project: 
With approximately 600 children on roll at the school, the 
project involved 3 teachers in Year 2 and 2 teachers in 
Year 6 who were open to trialling a new approach to 
marking and feedback within their classrooms. Altogether, 
there were 90 children in Year 2 (30 in each class) and 70 
children in Year 6 (35 in each class). 
Method: 
Trialling of the ‘Conference Marking’ approach branched 
into 3 levels to measure its effectiveness in different ways: 
Whole class      Small group      1:1 with adult 
A multi-method approach was undertaken to obtain 
detailed and rigorous findings, including questionnaires, 
focus groups, pupil interviews,  review of research journal 
notes, class-council minutes and written examples of 
conference marking. 
 
Next Steps: 
1. Continue use of ‘1:1 Conference Marking’ with an adult and explore ways of ensuring more time is dedicated to this. 
2. Further research to be undertaken into other marking strategies that may reduce teacher workload further whilst ensuring good progress is still made.  
3. Adapt ‘Whole Class Conference Marking’ strategy to allow next steps to be more specific for each child.  
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“For the first time ever, I had a middle ability child complete all of the success criteria and this was purely down to the marking conferences.” Y5 teacher     “It was...for the benefit of the children .” Y5 teacher 
What we already do for 
Marking and Feedback 
Words of staff used to describe 
the demands of the current 
marking policy 
Reducing Teacher Workload through the use of Marking Conferences 
  Becky Howard Ravenshead C of E Primary School 
Aims 
 To explore perceptions of our current marking policy.
 To investigate ways of reducing the marking load of our teachers without putting the children at a
disadvantage.
 To work with staff to design a new marking policy.
Rationale 
Marking and feedback is central to a teacher’s role. The Sutton Trust ‘Teaching and Learning Toolkit’ (Education Endowment Foundation (EEF), 2012) found that high quality feedback 
led to 8+ months improvement for pupils. However, Oxford University’s ’A Marked Improvement?’ (EEF, April 2016) recognised  that time available for marking is not infinite and 
looked for the best way for teachers to spend their time feeding back to pupils. They found that, to date, not enough robust studies had been done to provide definite answers. 
Alongside this, it is widely recognised that teacher workload is unsustainable and that many teachers are leaving the profession as well as fewer young people choosing to join the  
profession because of the workload demands. It is felt by many that the single biggest contributor to this unsustainable workload, is marking. 
As a school we had reviewed our marking policy in 2013 and, at the time, had followed research and guidance to produce a system that relied on written feedback using comments, 
ticks, symbols, corrections, pupil responses, red edit pens and green highlighters. Although this had reduced the workload, the majority of our staff still felt that it was unmanageable 
and the SLT felt that it was time for us to research and review again to find a better, more manageable system of feeding back to our pupils in a meaningful and motivating way. 
Research Outline 
What our Marking Conferences looked like 
 English and Maths
 Once a week or more often if a need was identified
 Mostly during the English and Maths lesson with some groups in the afternoon if needed
 All children in Year 1 and 5 (107) involved
 Groups based each time on children’s gaps
 Weekly success criteria used to identify gaps
 Weekly success criteria also used to provide feedback to pupils (tick, tick in brackets, dot)
 No written comments
Marking Conferences 
We define Marking Conferences as any time where an adult 
works with the children in the class to give them verbal   
feedback about how successful they have been in their work 
and what their next steps are, with the aim of them      
improving their work. This could be as a whole class, a group  
focusing on the same main thing or on a 1:1 basis.  
Weekly Success Criteria (Maths Year 1—lower ability child) 
Pupil Questionnaires 
101 Pupils completed a questionnaire asking 
them to consider the usefulness of the new 
approach and the usefulness of the previous 
method of written feedback in helping them 
to get better in their learning. 
Table 1: Analysis of responses towards Marking Project Foci 
      Note: Percentages do not total 100 because some children did not respond to all the questions.  
Table 2: Which method do you find most useful?  
Most 
Least 
Pupil Interviews—Key Findings 
8 children from each class taking part in the  project 
were interviewed in groups of 4. They were selected 
from questionnaire responses to explore a range of 
opinions. 
Marking conferences (MC) vs Written Comments (WC) 
- Talking to a teacher helps them improve their work. 
- Most pupils preferred MC as  it helped them understand what 
they needed to do to improve. 
- The majority of Year 5 pupils preferred 1:1 MC so that they 
could focus on what they needed and no one else would know. 
- The majority of Year 1 pupils preferred group MC so that they 
could share ideas with other people. 
- Many pupils found a range of feedback techniques useful. 
- Many pupils didn’t read WC unless asked to or couldn’t read or 
understand them on their own. 
- Some didn’t like WC at all because they couldn’t tell from 
them what to do next and the teacher was ‘ruining my work’. 
- Pupils who didn’t like MC felt embarrassed about their mis-
takes and didn’t want everyone to know. 
- Older pupils who valued WC said this was so they could work 
on their own whilst the teacher helped those who needed it. 
Weekly Success Criteria (WSC) 
- Almost all pupils thought this was useful in moving their    
learning on. 
- Almost all pupils said this was the best way to get feedback 
from their teacher. 
- All pupils knew how to find what they did well and things they 
needed to improve on using the WSC. 
- Pupils who didn’t find WSC useful said it didn’t have enough 
detail and they needed more information from the teacher or 
that it told them what to improve but not where to improve it. 
- Pupils who didn’t like using WSC said this was because they 
didn’t like seeing the dots (the things they had not achieved yet) 
and they didn’t like it when they thought they had achieved 
something and then didn’t get a tick. 
- Most pupils said that WSC was better than a new list everyday 
because you could have ‘more than one go’ and you could see 
how you got better during the week. 
Staff Feedback—Key Findings 
Concerns and possible solutions 
Conclusions       “I’ve learnt that written comments do not have the impact I thought that they did.” Y5 teacher
Teacher workload has been reduced and they feel more positive about the impact they are having on children’s learning. The research has shown that pupils are more motivated when discussing 
their work with their teacher. It is more meaningful for them and they are more able to use the feedback to improve their work. Using weekly success criteria to support the Marking Conference 
process has been beneficial to staff and pupils, and has contributed to greater progress— this can also be more easily be monitored by the SLT. There are some issues to consider which will need 
monitoring. However, we believe that we can work around these issues and that flexibility and constant use of AFL is the key to being successful with the Marking Conference approach.  
Next Steps: The findings of this project have been shared with staff. Together, we have revised our marking and feedback policy. Our scho ol is going to adopt Marking Conferences and Week-
ly Success Criteria across the school from September. To ensure future success, this will be trialled for the Autumn term, then reviewed. We will not be using lengthy written comments any more. 
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“The marking conferences seemed to motivate the children as they felt they had more guided support...able to clarify their next steps.” Y5 teacher  “I feel like it’s really useful...and it’s specific to me.” Y5 
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Written Comments 
Next Time Target 
Green highlighter 
Symbols 
Daily Success Criteria  
Ticks and codes 
Responding to marking 
Peer Feedback 
Self-assessing 
Printing:Marking Workload Project 
No comment marking
Richard Scott| Assistant Head |Everton Primary School School
Problem / Question
Is it possible to provide pupils with meaningful , 
motivating and manageable feedback without 
writing any comments in their books?
Hypothesis
• Feedback is best given at the point of teaching.
• Verbal feedback can be as effective as written comments.
• Marking can be a simple validation of the progress made within a
lesson.
Context
Everton Primary School is a small (100 pupil) rural primary school. We 
have mixed age classes with 15 pupils in each year group. 
We already ran a light touch marking policy with a focus on providing 
quality feedback within lessons, this project took us one stage further, 
deliberately forbidding the use of comments in books.
Participants
All four teachers (2 work as a job share) in the 
three mixed age classes volunteered to take 
part in the study. These classes included 86 
pupils  from years 1 to 6
Impact on Pupils
Time Line
• Time line
• March 2017 staff briefing and launch, letter sent to parents.
• April-May Process used across all classes, staff reviews held after
3 and 6 weeks
• May 2017 Review of half termly assessment data to ensure there
was no negative impact on pupil progress.
• June 2017 Continuation of research, class teachers adapting the
approach based on the circumstances of their classes.
• July 2017. Pupils provide feedback on their experiences through
questionnaires, focus groups and interviews.
Impact on Staff
Conclusions
• Our results mostly support the hypothesis- it is possible to give
meaningful and motivating feedback to most pupils verbally within
lessons.
• All Greater Depth and SEND pupils prefer no comment marking.
• 30% of ARE pupils felt this method did not work as well as
comment marking. They felt they did not get enough teacher time
within lessons to compensate for comment marking.
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Do you feel you have more, less or the same 
progress during no comment marking?
28 pupils data from end of project questionnaire.
The 18% of pupils who felt they had made less progress were all working 
at age related expectations.
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Do you prefer no comment marking to comment 
marking?
o Again, the 21% were pupils working at Age Related
expectations.
o All Greater Depth Pupils preferred no comment marking.
o All SEND pupils preferred no comment marking.
Work/Life Balance
o “I now spend less than an hour a day marking.”
o “I now leave school before 5 p.m. every night.”
o “ I no longer take books home with me.”
o “I have joined a running club.”
o “I have joined my local bowls club.”
Teaching and Learning
• “I spend more time in lessons feeding back to pupils,
who then respond within the lesson.”
• “I have more time to plan lessons that meet the
individual needs of pupils.”
• “I plan lessons that allow me to feed back within the
session.”
o “Pupils take more responsibility for reflecting on and
improving their own work.”
o “No comment marking is too proscriptive, there are a few
times where a comment after the lesson is necessary.”
o “As an SLT, we have to change our expectations for what
we see in books in work scrutinies.”
Pupil Comments
• “My teacher talks to me more in lessons now – I prefer talk because I
can understand it more.” (SEND pupil)
• “I can ask for feedback at any time in a lesson and verbal feedback is
easier to understand and act on.” (Year 6 GD pupil)
• “I think I have made more progress because I now spend more time
marking my own book and can see what I need to do.” (Y6 ARE pupil)
• “I feel I get enough feedback, but I got more when we had comment
marking.” (Year 6 GD)
• “In every lesson I am provided with targets and how to improve.”
• “I preferred comment marking – I could read what I needed to do to
improve in the next lesson.” (Y5 ARE)
Next Steps
• Consider how to adapt the approach to support the 30% of ARE pupils who do not like the
approach- spend more time with them in class or comment mark?
• Ensure time taken from marking workload is then not soaked up on other tasks.
• Revisit SLT policy on work scrutiny to ensure it reflects the ethos of no comment marking.
• My thanks got to all staff and pupils at the school for giving their time to this project. Without your commitment, this work
would not have been possible.
Marking Workload Challenge - Research Project 
Flying High Academy, Ladybrook 
Aims 
To discover the impact of ‘Minimal Marking’ on reducing teachers’ marking workload without having a 
detrimental impact on pupil achievement. 
School context 
We are a larger than average primary school (399 on roll) in North Nottinghamshire and most children attend from the local 
area.  The majority of children are white British and a very small number of children speak EAL.  The proportion of pupils eligible 
for Pupil Premium is above the national average.  The school has a higher than national percentage of children requiring SEN 
support, almost double.  The school has a higher deprivation indicator than national.   
Research process 
The project was carried out in three classes (Year 1, Year 3, Year 4/5) all taught by experienced teachers.  Children’s views were 
sought throughout the project by the means of a comment box, which could be completed anonymously.  Towards the end of 
the project, group interviews were held by the research champion with a selection of children with differing abilities from each 
class.  Teachers’ views were sought by questionnaires, focus group interviews and journal entries.   
Our definition of ‘Minimal Marking’ 
 Success criteria achieved during the lesson to be highlighted green
 Examples of success criteria achieved within the work to be highlighted green
 Mistakes/errors to be highlighted in pink (but not corrected by the teacher)
 KS1 – marking symbols to be highlighted green or pink
 Spellings to be corrected
 Children to continue to respond in red pen
 No written comments 
Reducing workload 
All teachers reported a reduction in time spent marking.  Teachers were not taking home books each day and, if they did, it was 
only 6-10 books.  Teachers report that this is a manageable marking workload.  However, the time spent marking is being 
reallocated to other tasks. “Overall the pros do not outweigh the reduced workload as there are always other jobs to fill the 
time.” (Year 3 teacher) Nevertheless, many teachers found the tasks were now more motivating... “The replacement of marking 
with adapting lessons, designing engaging activities, and spending quality time feeding back to pupils has meant that I have 
more opportunity to be creative now that I am not bogged down with hours of marking.” (Year 1 teacher) 
Assessment for Learning and Progress 
“I certainly don’t feel as if I have any less of a grasp upon what the key strengths and areas for development across the class are 
and what my next steps should be as a result – so really marking in depth wasn’t serving that particular purpose. If the ultimate 
goal of marking is as an assessment tool then this proves that deep marking is unnecessary! I am definitely reshaping my 
subsequent planning more as a result – a real positive.”  (Year 4/5 teacher) 
Teachers are using AFL to adapt planning and to plan for focus groups for further targeted support.  “The children understood 
the purpose of these tasks and enjoyed more practical ways of extending their learning.”  (Year 3 teacher) Teachers feel that this 
is time much better spent and therefore more motivating and meaningful.  An overwhelming majority of children preferred 
verbal feedback to written, “Maybe you’re not a good reader and you can’t understand what it says.” (Year 1 child)  “Easier to 
explain that write it down.”  (Year 3 child) or areas for improvement to be highlighted “it’s fun to spot the mistake rather than 
be told – learn better that way” (Year 4 child) 
Challenges 
One of the biggest challenges faced during the project was teacher mind-set.  Many comments were made about feeling as 
though they haven’t marked ‘properly’.  Staff felt that they would be judged as not doing their job properly if others were to 
view their books.  “This is the bit I can’t get used to. I know they have that sticker on the front but I always feel really weird 
when other teachers are looking at the books, especially those from other schools – I realise this is my problem, but I just can’t 
get used to it!”  (Year 4/5 teacher) 
Next steps 
Consider replacing the marking policy with a feedback policy.  Within this, consider that feedback 
should be appropriate to the age and development stage of the child.  Whilst there is a need for some 
consistency across the school, what is appropriate in Year 6 may not be in Year 1.  If changes are made 
to policy, potentially, work would be needed to change the mind-set of some teachers.  Continue to 
seek children’s views on their perception of marking and feedback.  Continuing Professional 
Development opportunities based around marking and feedback for teachers and teaching assistants.  
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Minimal Marking – Replacing 
written feedback
Aims
• To make marking meaningful, manageable and motivating
for children and teachers.
• To replace written comments with different forms of
feedback.
• To reduce teacher workload.
Rationale
The DfE published the results of a teacher workload survey in 
February 2017 which stated that primary teachers with less than 6 
years of experience worked on average 18.8 hours a week outside 
of school time, more experienced teachers worked on average 2 
hours less than this.
On average primary teachers spend 8.2 hours a week on marking 
and correcting children’s work.
This research was concerned with trying to find ways to reduce this 
aspect of teacher workload.
Pupil comments
“I like the idea of not having lots of words because I don’t know what Mr Rudkin is 
on about. I think personally we should keep the new way because it’s easier to read 
and it doesn’t fill the whole page”.
“I prefer the new marking policy because it helps us find our mistakes and saves 
time”.
“I like it because the teachers don’t write all over your work, it is easier to 
understand”
“I think it’s easier with the GG (Guided Group with teacher) because you can work 
with the teacher and you understand it more with the teacher”
What we did:
Initially we decided to create a 
new marking code to replace 
written feedback. However this 
proved inefficient, not 
meaningful and confusing. After 
this, we focussed on using 
highlighters, YC, YNC, YWT next 
to the L.O., smiley faces and 
verbal and small group 
feedback. This proved much 
more manageable for teachers 
and motivating and meaningful 
for pupils.
Teacher comments
Motivating: “Most children found the use of smiley faces and 
WOW written in their books much more motivating than lengthy 
comments written by me earlier in the year. They felt proud when 
they saw a smiley or wow in books because they knew this meant 
they had done well.”
Meaningful: “When highlighting work in different colours (green 
good, pink to improve) children immediately could identify what 
they had done well and what they needed to improve.”
“Verbal and Guided Group feedback was the most meaningful to 
children”
Manageable: “I have I have been able to spend weekends away 
from working as a general rule, this has been through the ability 
to mark quicker in the week and allow time for planning to be 
done instead.”
“I have not taken any books home to mark since the project 
began…it has meant I’ve been able to have some wind – down 
time each evening rather than having to mark books.”
Do you prefer feedback from 
the teacher – verbally 1:1, in a 
group, written in your book?
How do you know what 
you have done well?
How do you know what you 
need to do to improve?
Do you prefer feedback from your 
teacher during the lesson, in the next 
lesson, in ‘response’ time?
Conclusions, next steps
Based upon pupil comments and interviews it appears that pupils 
find smiley-faces, ticks, WOW, YC, YNC and verbal praise 
particularly motivating.
Verbal and group feedback, along with highlighted work, also was 
the most meaningful form of feedback for the children – they felt 
like they made much more progress in addressing misconceptions 
this way
.
All teachers found not having to write “green” positive comments 
a time-saver but there was some concern about how to “stretch 
and challenge” more able pupils without writing in books.
All children made good progress during this trial, and they saw 
that within their own work, rather than basing this opinion on 
teacher comments in books.
I will share these findings with colleagues with the intention of 
amending the school marking policy to reflect an emphasis on 
verbal and group feedback over written comments.
As pupils have suggested feedback is preferable during or at the 
end of lessons we will have to discuss the most appropriate time 
to implement this to ensure consistency across school.
References:
Workload Survey 2016 Findings -
https://www.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attach
ment_data/file/592499/TWS_2016_FINAL_Research_report_Feb
_2017.pdf
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What is the impact of 
pupil self- assessment 
on marking workload? 
Hucknall National C of E 
Primary School  
Ethical Considerations 
 Parental consent- a letter was sent to
parents of children in the classes
involved.
 Pupils interviewed remained anonymous.
Findings 
 All staff involved reduced their marking
workload.
 “My marking is now manageable and less
stressful.”
 “I now have more time to think about
planning purposeful activities for the
children.”
 “I finally have a work life balance.”
 Pupil interviews revealed that children
prefer the use of marking symbols and
found these easier to use when setting
their next steps.
Methodology 
To collect appropriate and relevant data, the following methods were used: 
 Initial questionnaires were sent to 19 teachers; both full and
part time, to gain information regarding the amount of time they
spent marking. Responses included:
 “When I mark, I feel like I’m ticking boxes for a work scrutiny.”
 “There has to be a better way.”
 “I feel like my whole day is arranged around when I can mark
each book.”
 Four teachers were selected to become involved as one class
from Years 2, 3, 4 and 5 were chosen to pilot the project. Each
class contained 30 children.
 The format of success criteria was amended to include the use
of marking symbols and next steps. These were explained to the
children in the classes involved.
 Pupil interviews to establish their opinions on the success of using
marking symbols and next steps.
 Teacher questionnaires to discover the impact of children’s self- 
assessment on teachers’ marking workload.
Conclusions and Recommendations 
 Findings suggest that making pupils
more independent, using marking
symbols to self–assess, has reduced
teachers’ marking workload in English.
 Children’s confidence in their own self-
assessment has improved.
 Those teachers involved in the project
will continue to develop the use of
self-assessment in their new classes,
with a view to rolling it out to all
classes in January 2018.
 Success criteria throughout the school
will be adapted to incorporate marking
symbols and ‘Next Steps.’
Rationale 
As a school, we had created a series of marking symbols to be 
used in English lessons. These were designed to help children 
self-assess their writing. My research focused on the effect 
of developing the children’s independent use of these symbols 
on teachers’ marking workload. 
Aims 
 To explore the impact of pupils’ self-assessment on teachers’
marking workload in English lessons
 To develop children’s use of marking symbols to assess their own
work.
 To encourage children to set their own ‘Next Steps’ to move
their learning on.
Pupil Responses 
 “Symbols help me to mark my work.’”
 “The use of symbols helps us to see how far we have
come with our learning.”
 “Where symbols have been used, it has made a massive
difference to my writing.”
 “They help me reflect on my learning.”
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Do marking and feedback have a positive impact on children’s progress and 
how does it affect teacher workload?
Aims:
• To investigate children’s understanding of the purpose of marking and feedback and whether they see the value of this process
• To challenge the need for traditional marking and feedback methods
• To investigate ways to reduce the volume of workload produced by intensive marking and feedback methods
Rationale:
Teaching is a rewarding and enjoyable profession, however ask most teachers what their most debated topic is and the majority will say workload.  There are many aspects contributing to a teacher’s 
workload and it is widely accepted that most of these factors cannot be avoided or streamlined.  However, when questioned, many teachers would admit that workload is the main cause of stress, anxiety and 
even a reason to seek employment in a different field entirely. 
A large proportion of teachers spend many hours marking and giving feedback to pupils and it would seem that the older the children, the more hours are spent ticking, writing comments and stamping 
children’s work against success criteria and objectives.  But how valuable is this task? Does it have an impact on the amount of progress the children make and do the children value the feedback given to 
them? 
Marking is widely known to constitue a large proportion of the workload, about which many teachers feel negatively. Is there a way that this process can be improved, to not only retain value and provide a 
positive impact on the pupils, but also be delivered in a ‘smarter’ more time-efficient way, decreasing the number of hours teachers spend doing it?
Our research aims to investigate the impact of marking and feedback on pupils and look at ways of making it a more manageable task to teaching staff. 
Pupil 
Interviews:
Prior to starting the 
project we asked 
children what they 
felt about the current 
marking and feedback 
system used:
Staff Interviews:
Initial interviews and discussions took place prior to commencing the project:
Teacher X: “Marking takes up a lot of my time and I do sometimes feel guilty about how this effects my own children. I feel that I sacrifice quality time with my family.  Having said that, I can see the purpose of 
giving feedback, I just wish there was a quicker way of doing this.” 
Following the implementation of our trial self assessment system, the teachers involved were asked to summarise their opinions on how they felt it had affected their workload and how the children had reacted:
Teacher A: “The self-assessment system helped the children identify where they needed to improve. The traffic light system we adopted led to the children being able to visually recognise their strengths and 
weaknesses independently – leading to a rise in their own confidence, particularly when editing and improving extended pieces of writing.“
Teacher B: “Although I find marking very time-consuming, I can see the benefit and do believe there needs to be some form of feedback system in place. My children were very young so I adapted our self-
assessment tool to be a little more simplistic than the one used by KS2. However it was very well received by the children who were very positive about how it helped them to see where they needed to make 
improvements and the things they had done well.“
Teacher C: “I think our new self-assessment tool is great because it reduces marking pressures, but also allows the children to reflect on their learning and the outcome. “
On-line Findings:
There are a number of sources on-line debating the subject of teacher workload:
The Department for Education (2017) says:
“We are working to remove unnecessary workload for teachers, to help them concentrate on 
teaching and their own development. Teachers say 3 of the biggest areas that can lead to 
unnecessary workload are:  marking, planning, data management.  We vow to take action on this 
issue and set up independent teacher workload review groups, which will produce detailed reports 
offering advice for teachers. We are committed to tracking teacher workload in the future.” 
An article in the Guardian Newspaper (2016) highlighted that Ofsted shouldn’t pass judgment on marking, 
and therefore schools were putting unnecessary strain on teachers for making this a focus:
Ofsted’s latest update for inspectors stresses – again – that inspectors should not be passing 
judgement on marking in schools. In the update, Sean Harford, HMI National Director for 
Education, explains: “There is remarkably little high-quality, relevant research evidence to suggest 
that detailed or extensive marking has any significant impact on pupils’ learning.”
He advises inspectors that “until such evidence is available, and regardless of any area for 
improvement identified at the previous inspection, please do not report on marking practice, or 
make judgements on it, other than whether it follows the school’s assessment policy.”
Mapplewells Project:
Prior to starting the project, there was a discussion during a staff meeting about marking and how it impacts on workload. Staff agreed that they could see the purpose 
and value of marking and feedback, but also stated that it was time-consuming and was most effective for the older children, as it was felt they were more able to read 
and understand the feedback and respond independently.  For the younger children it was felt that the impact was less effective due to most children not being able to 
access the feedback independently, which therefore meant an adult had to go through this with them – taking even more time. 
It was agreed that implementing a new marking and feedback method throughout the whole school might not be suitable for Mapplewells, at this time – however, this 
system would potentially be something that implemented across the school at a later date.  
We are a one form entry school with approximately 30 children per class.  We wanted to have a range of participants across different year groups and key stages, so 
Year 1, Year 3 and Year 4 were chosen.  This meant three members of staff would be involved in the project - an experienced KS1 teacher, an NQT and a member of 
the SMT.  We felt that this would give a good range of workloads and differing pressures.
The staff involved discussed a range of tools that could be used and it was agreed that a traffic light system would be the most suitable.  A grid was devised that 
allowed children to self assess against a set of success criteria, with a column for teachers to also assess.  It was felt that a simple visual tool like this would be most 
effective across a range of ability levels.  For KS2 there was an added level where children could give evidence next to each of the criteria and provide detail of what 
improvements they made and why.  This gave children the opportunity to really take ownership of their improvements, which when interviewed was one of the 
positives of the new system. 
This system will be used in English and Topic books initially, with a view to possibly using it for other subjects once it is established.
Key Findings:
The self assessment tool was used in 
English and Topic books, although it 
could be adapted for other subjects.
The success criteria was tailored to 
each individual lesson.
At the end of the Summer term 
children were asked to answer 
questions about how they had found 
using the self assessment tool, with 
most being very positive about it and 
saying they preferred it to the 
tradition ‘teacher comment’ method 
used previously. 
Conclusions / Next Steps:
This project has identified that although marking and feedback is useful and does have an impact on the 
progress children make, there was a need for a ‘smarter’ way of doing this due to time and workload 
pressures.  Traditional methods were also shown to have a lower impact on some groups of children, 
or even no impact at all.
The methods trialled at Mapplewells have been received very positively, both by the children and by 
the staff.  The children found them easy to use and the visual aspect made it clear ‘at a glance’ what 
needed to be improved or worked on. 
Staff have said that although the ‘making the resource’ aspect of the tool takes time, this is far less time-
consuming than traditional marking and feedback methods. They also agreed that handing the children 
some responsibility for identifying the amendments needed improved their understanding of what 
needed changing and why.
Our school’s marking policy has been reviewed for the 2017-2018 academic year and it has been 
agreed that self-assessment grids will now be used across the whole school.  Initiall,y this will be for 
one piece of written work a week, alongside one traditional detailed piece each week. The 
effectiveness and impact of this will be monitored throughout the year to ascertain whether to 
continue with or increase the use of this tool. 
Question Yes No
Do you think marking is helpful? 64% 36%
Do you read the pink comments? 37% 63%
Do you think your teacher gives you 
enough time to respond?
42% 58%
Do you think the marking and 
feedback help to improve your work?
59% 41%
Mapplewells Staff:
Staff at Mapplewells were fairly positive about how useful 
giving marking and feedback is and most agreed it has a 
positive impact on the progress children make. However 
it was widely agreed that it would be useful if there was 
a less time-consuming method for doing this.  
Example of KS1 grid
Key Findings:
The self-assessment tool was used in English 
and Topic books, although it could be adapted 
for other subjects.
The success criteria were tailored to each 
individual lesson.
At the end of the summer term children were 
asked to answer questions about how they had 
found using the self-assessment tool, with most 
being very positive about it and saying they 
preferred it to the traditional ‘teacher 
comment’ method used previously. 
Staff said that children seemed confident about 
being able to assess how they had done. 
Question Yes No
Did you find the self assessment 
useful?
72% 28%
Did the self assessment system 
help you understand what you 
did well?
61% 39%
Did the self assessment system 
help you understand what you 
need to improve? 
68% 32%
Do you prefer the new self 
assessment to the old pink and 
green comments?
83% 27%
References:
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Student’s opinions on the current 
marking System 
 
How can our marking system be improved? 
Comments from year 3/4 pupils 
To develop an effective 
marking system using 
symbols. 
“I don’t like it when I am asked to correct 
my spellings, if I knew how to spell the word 
I would have spelt it right in the first place.” 
year 3 pupil 
“I like to know what I have done well and I don’t like to read too mean stuff.   
Symbols should be good if I know what they mean. If I don’t know what they 
mean then I wouldn’t be able to get better” (year 3 pupil) 
Rationale 
Recent studies have highlighted the fact that many Teachers have 
been struggling with the demands of their extremely high 
workload. There is an expectation that teachers mark children’s 
work in depth, highlighting what each pupil has done well and 
giving them next step targets to improve and make progress. 
Teachers are spending hours every day marking books but what 
impact does detailed marking have on children’s academic 
progress? 
Thoughts from staff 
Key words that were used to describe the workload associated 
with the current marking and feedback policy within our school 
were that it is overwhelming, stressful and relentless and in 
general too high. Analysis of the teacher questionnaire stipulated 
that teachers found the current marking system frustrating as it 
was felt that this was mainly for Ofsted, parents, and the Senior 
Leadership Team and for completing a book scrutiny. They stated 
that the expectation for written feedback increased the teacher 
workload enormously with what felt like little impact on 
children’s progress. 
 I don’t like things being written in 
the margin because I don’t – it
looks untidy. I would like it
underneath my writing
 I don’t like it when my teacher
circles my words
 I don’t like it when I get a? by the
word or at the end of the
sentence when I don’t know what
it means
 I don’t like the symbols because I
never know what they mean
 Sometimes I can’t read my
teachers writing
 Less writing in books I can 
never read it and it wastes my
time trying
 More writing so I can read how
well I have done
 Less symbols because I forget
what they all mean
 I would like a sticker if I have
done well
 I don’t always want a target I
want to feel that my best is
good enough
 I would like to see what I can 
do to improve my work
 Clear what is good and clear
what is not good
 I want Mrs S to tell me what I
have done wrong.
Conclusions and next steps.
Taking on board the pupils’ views of the new 
marking system, the following 
recommendations need to be acknowledged: 
 Feedback needs to be instant.
 Marking needs to be clear.
 Children like to know that their work is 
valued – whether they have made 
mistakes or not.
 Children on the whole do not tend to like 
lots of written work from the teacher as 
they are unable to read it – some feel that
they spend too long trying to figure out
what the writing says.
 Too many symbols makes the marking 
meaningless as children forget what each 
of the symbols mean and therefore are 
unable to act on the marking.
 Children like to have their corrections 
made for them so they know what is 
expected of them and what it should look
like. One pupil clearly stated that “I don’t
like it when I am asked to correct my
spellings. If I knew how to spell the word, I
would have spelt it right in the first place.”
I thought this was a very valid point to
make.
“I don’t like it when teachers use too much of 
their handwriting we can’t read it. Teachers 
need to follow the correct handwriting 
policy.” Year 4 pupil  
Lambley Primary School is an average-sized village school, with 126 pupils. Our research was 
initially carried out in a year 3 /4 class (28 pupils), with close communication with a year 6 
class teacher, to see how marking could affect her feedback. We used many different 
strategies to collect our data – pupil 1:1 interviews (4 year 3 and 3 year 4 pupils), small 
focus groups (x3), written comments in the comment box, whole class discussions and pupil 
and staff questionnaires. 22 questionnaires were returned by year3/4 pupils. 
Marking Workload Research Project – Adam Cook (Lovers’ Lane Primary School) 
Aim  
To see if the time spent marking English 
books could be reduced by marking with 
SYMBOLS rather than the School’s normal 
marking policy, with-
out having a negative 
impact on pupils’ 
progress. 
Rationale 
In 2014 the DFE launched an online Workload Challenge asking three open questions about the 
unnecessary or unproductive tasks that teachers carry out, 53% of the  respondents cited  
marking as an area in which workload could be reduced.  
As the report stated, it was not that marking was not seen as important in improving pupil    
outcomes but more that teachers felt ‘the way in which they were asked to carry out these tasks could have unnecessary or unpro-
ductive consequences’ such as ‘being required to use ‘deep’ or ‘dialogic marking’ or being required to write detailed feedback notes in 
books of pupils too young to read them,’ – Government Response to the Workload Challenge  (Clegg and Morgan ,2015). 
Time spent on marking is an issue in my school context with some teachers feeling that some marking is not done for the benefit of 
the pupils - “Marking doesn't feel like it's for the children's benefit, but for whoever is doing book scrutiny!” - and that it had a big 
impact on their work life balance - “I am concerned about extra hours spent [marking] in my own time.” 
Teacher Interviews (initial survey and participant survey) –  
When completing the initial teacher interviews, there was a range 
of responses that reflects the general experience of the staff  at 
Lovers Lane, from NQTs to staff who have been teaching over 15 
years.  Out of the staff responses there were however two ques-
tions on which there was a general view. Four out of the six 
members of staff completing the survey indicated that time spent 
marking was a big source of frustration, and all of the staff com-
pleting the survey felt that Ofsted and SLT were the two groups 
who had the biggest impact on their marking workload. 
Both the teachers who took part in the project found the whole 
experience very positive and that their workload had decreased 
significantly :- 
“Overall, my workload has decreased by a few hours a week.” 
“I have reduced my 
marking time by 6-8 
hours a week.” 
Significantly, both 
found that by using 
symbols to mark their 
books they had had more time to think about their teaching, and 
felt that it had improved their classroom practice:- 
“I have learnt how to give more meaningful feedback to the 
children, they are receiving better quality lessons because 
feedback is instant. It has changed my teaching practice.” 
Student Interviews  (Key findings) 
 Have changes improved learning? 
“The positive symbols are easier to understand so I focus more on the ones I am stuck 
on.” 
“Makes me think more about my corrections. “ 
“Symbols make me more proactive (I go and get a dictionary to look at my spellings). “ 
“They are easier to understand rather than reading comments.” 
33 out of  the 50 pupils involved thought that the use of symbols had actually improved 
their learning, of the 17 pupils who dis-agreed some thought:- 
“There are too many symbols and I forget what they mean.” 
   Do the symbols make you think more about marked work?  
“I can see the place where I need to improve my work more easily.” 
30 of the pupils thought that they did as a result of symbols being used. 
Perception? Change over time….. Although the majority of pupils felt that the changes in 
the marking positive, it was interesting to note that 27 out of 50  felt that their work had 
been marked less as a result of symbols being used rather than written comments! 
Research Outline 
Our school was invited to be part of the  
research group - ‘Marking Workload 
Project.’ 
Lovers’ Lane was assigned a marking trial 
to use in the project - ‘Symbols’. 
Teachers were invited to give their 
thoughts on marking by completing an 
initial survey. Six members of staff com-
pleted the survey. 
Members of staff were asked if they 
wanted to take part in the project  - two 
teachers agreed. 
The trial was then carried out in two 
classes, involving 50 pupils. They were 
initially asked about their views on the 
current marking in school and then tasked 
with deciding what symbols would be 
used by their  teachers during the project. 
During the trial, both teachers kept diaries 
to record their thoughts and met regularly 
with the Project Leader to discuss the 
impact the trial was having on their  
workload and their classes progress. 
At the end of the project both the teach-
ers and their pupils were re-interviewed 
to find out what they thought about the 
impact of the project. 
Next steps – review of schools marking 
policy in light of the findings of the trial. 
Teacher Welfare 
It was interesting to note how pupils were concerned about the amount of marking that their teachers had to do, which  
prompted the following responses:- 
“It [marking] doesn’t take her a long time so she can do more of her other work.” 
“She has more time free, so she can help us more.” 
“The marking [use of symbols] is easier for the teacher.” 
Conclusions, next steps 
Consultation with all stakeholders about current marking policy and review in light of 
trial of symbols in marking.  
What is better (in terms of marking) ?– “Sitting with the teacher, written comment, 
symbols marking.” 
Out of 50 pupils interviewed at the end of the project the following 50% said they pre-
ferred sitting with the teacher, 30% said they preferred symbols marking and 20% said 
they preferred a written comment – food for thought! 
Interviews 
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Marking Managed? 
What impact does replacing a marking policy with a 
feedback policy have on teacher workload? 
Why? 
In 2013, the school became involved with a project funded by the 
Local Authority called the Raising Achievement Network. The focus was to look 
at marking and share good pracƟce. This was the beginning of the journey to 
eﬀecƟve marking. As an outcome, the school decided on a policy based on 
pink and green, where ‘green to be seen’ consisted of posiƟve comments and 
‘pink to think’ was an opportunity to challenge, quesƟon or improve a secƟon 
of work. Stamps were also used to support this in Key Stage 1 and the Early 
Years. Over Ɵme, this method had become Ɵme consuming with many  
teachers taking bags of books home every night and across the weekends. 
When this DfE marking workload challenge project was introduced, it provided 
an opportunity to change. 
What? 
We took part in the DfE Marking Workload Challenge Project. Our aim was to 
ﬁnd out if there was a way to make the marking workload for teachers more 
manageable without having a negaƟve impact on the progress of pupils. 
Aims 
We wanted to design a feedback policy which reduced teachers marking 
workload without having a detrimental impact on the progress of pupils. We 
needed a system which was manageable, meaningful and moƟvaƟng. 
Desired outcomes 
x More eﬃcient ways of marking 
x Marking appropriate to the needs of the children (ability, age) 
x Teachers to work less without impacƟng on the children’s progress  
x Open staﬀs’ eyes to the bigger picture of teaching and the place  
       feedback and marking sits within it. 
What we did 
x 17 teachers completed the marking workload survey detailing how much Ɵme they spent marking each week. We then worked in year groups to 
look at our exisƟng marking and consider whether it was meaningful, manageable and moƟvaƟng. From this each year group designed their own 
feedback approach which aimed to reduce teacher workload whilst sƟll ensuring children conƟnued to make progress. To complete the project we 
did the following: 
x Discussed as a whole staﬀ what made feedback eﬀecƟve 
x Designed and planned a new approach , speciﬁc to each year group which staﬀ felt would maintain the children's standards whilst reducing      
workload. 
x Resourced and introduced  new, year group speciﬁc feedback policies 
x Asked the children for their thoughts about our marking 
x Carried out weekly reﬂecƟons on the project so far using research journals 
x Carried out a staﬀ focus group to see teacher’s opinions on the impact of the new policies 
x Carried out child interviews with children from FS2– Year 6 to ﬁnd out their views on the changes to marking 
x The research team carried out informal book looks to see how the new feedback systems were being implemented. 
x Staﬀ completed a follow up quesƟonnaire to explain how they felt the changes had impacted on both their workload and their children. 
Findings 
The impact on workload 
In terms of the stated aims of the project, reducing marking workload without having a detrimental impact on the children’s progress, it 
was a success. Staﬀ from Year 2 to Year 6 noƟced a diﬀerence in their workloads, many signiﬁcantly and the atmosphere around the 
school reﬂected this. Key changes which were noted by both staﬀ and the head teacher were: 
x Less marking 
x More Ɵme to focus on the fun delivery and resourcing  
x More free Ɵme 
x Staﬀ leaving at an appropriate Ɵme and doing more leisure acƟviƟes 
It should be noted that staﬀ in FS1– Year 1 did not feel that changes to marking had had an impact on their workload, as they felt marking 
is a much smaller contributor to workload in their seƫngs. 
The impact on the children 
The children’s interviews and feedback throughout the project showed that the children had mixed views about the ways in which their 
books were marked, in much the same way that they had done with the previous marking policy. For some children the increased           
expectaƟon of independence was seen as a negaƟve, whilst for others they enjoyed this challenge. When considering these views, many 
staﬀ menƟoned that the children had been well trained to buy into our previous system of marking, so it may be the case that over Ɵme 
this added independence could be seen as a posiƟve by more children. Most importantly, with the excepƟon of FS2 staﬀ, who wished to 
return to their previous marking policy, staﬀ agreed that by changing the marking policy there had been no detrimental impact on the 
childrens’ progress. 
‘You learn more with the gold      
because you are made to do it 
yourself.’
Child 1 
‘I love the idea of the stamps and I 
get so hyper when I get gold stars. 
Child 6 
‘You have to look up the spellings, it’s 
harder but beƩer.’
Child 2 
‘Stamps, they are quite good they have LO achieved, a 
learning thing and working towards.  People who get 
things wrong, if you put an orange stamp they feel 
beƩer as it’s not wriƩen in words.’
Child 4 
‘I think it is beƩer because it isn’t as messy and it is even 
beƩer if you do really well because you get a star.’ 
Child 5 
‘I like to work out what I need to improve- it’s
a challenge.’
Child 8 
‘I love it all because he doesn't really put 
much stuﬀ so it gives us some more 
things to work out so we learn more’ 
Child 7 
‘Time with the teacher makes it 
clearer, comments don’t always 
make sense and then you have to 
ask what it means.’
Child 3 
Evidence 
Childrens’ views 
Interviews 
The interviews appeared to show a real mixture of childrens’ views on marking.  
x Many children were posiƟve about their year groups new approach to marking and were happy with the way in which 
their books were marked.  
x A recurring theme across many year groups was the growth of independence which the new marking had introduced, 
this tended to be the point which decided whether or not children liked or disliked the new marking, with children either 
enjoying being challenged by having to think more or missing the old way where correcƟons were done for them as they 
had found it easier.  
x In one year group this split was noted to be between boys and girls: the boys liked being made to think, whereas the girls 
didn’t. 
Comment box 
The comments received in the comment boxes throughout the project seem to suggest that: 
x  Most children are either happy or ambivalent about the new ways in which their books are marked.  
x Although there are some children who sƟll preferred the old approach to marking, they are not in the majority. 
x InteresƟngly there were some year groups where the views of children diﬀered noƟceably between classes, which could 
be worth further invesƟgaƟon. 
Teachers’ views
Research journal 
The research journals highlighted the fact that, for teachers from Year 2—Year 6, it was possible to reduce marking workload 
without impacƟng on childrens’ progress.  
x A recurring theme, parƟcularly in the early weeks of the project, was a sense of guilt which teachers felt for doing less. 
x Teachers idenƟﬁed no negaƟve impact on children's progress. (With the excepƟon of FS2) 
x Teacher’s were beginning to reﬂect on why they marked and how they could change their own pracƟse to ensure        
feedback was more meaningful.
Focus group 
The focus group highlighted the independence as a key issue when looking at feedback.  
x Teachers felt that the added independence was a good thing (9/15) 
x Noted that it required further development.  
x It was felt that by marking in this way we now saw a truer picture of childrens’ abiliƟes, rather than what they could do 
when we did their correcƟons for them. 
x Work needed on dicƟonary skills etc. 
Conclusions  
In the case of the teachers and school involved in this study it was clear that the project had a posiƟve impact on   
teacher workload for staﬀ working in Year 2—Year 6. What also became clear was that marking is not the only          
contributor to workload, and further work will need to be done to ensure that staﬀ who teach in Early Years’  
workload issues are also addressed. The project highlighted that over Ɵme marking had become a task which was 
seen as for people other than the children (SLT, Ofsted etc) and as such had become a Ɵme consuming acƟvity 
which may have looked good but did not necessarily have any greater impact on children’s learning. As a result of 
the project it appears that it is possible to design a feedback policy which reduces the workload of marking      
without reducing the progress of children. Our project showed that there is no one right way to achieve this, but in 
order to achieve it you must re-evaluate exisƟng approaches using the three tests: Is it Manageable? Is it         
Meaningful? Is it MoƟvaƟng? Our next step is to take what we’ve learnt and translate it into a whole school      
feedback policy, to ensure consistency between year groups whilst keeping sight of what we’ve learnt about the 
purpose and point of marking. 
LimitaƟons 
This study involved looking at data from 474 pupils in one school. In other seƫngs, with diﬀerent children and 
staﬀ the results may not be the same. Furthermore, although the children have shown no drop in their  
performance during the course of the project this is no guarantee that in the longer term the approaches to 
marking trialled here would not become less meaningful and moƟvaƟng. It will be important to monitor the    
moƟvaƟon of the children over Ɵme to ensure no negaƟve impact. 
Just a teacher Android by Vi-
king9173 is licensed  
under CC  AƩribuƟon-Share 
Alike 3.0 Unported 
Licensed under CC0 Public Domain by hƩps://pixabay.com 
‘I feel guilty that I’m not puƫng 
in the eﬀort that they are’ 
KS2 teacher 1 
‘’We’d trained them to expect us 
to do all the thinking for them’ 
KS2 teacher 2 
‘’I cant remember the last Ɵme I 
had to take books home’ 
KS2 teacher 3 
‘’This is not changing my work-
load. My workload is sƟll as bad 
as marking is not our main area 
of issue’ 
 EYFS teacher 
 ‘’In a nutshell it’s made a lot of 
diﬀerence to workload’ 
KS2  teacher 4 
‘It’s amazing what we all 
thought we needed to be 
doing when actually we were 
all just wasƟng Ɵme’ 
KS2 teacher 
An example of the new marking in pracƟse– children self assessing 
their work using a WILF checklist, Teacher using  stamps to reduce 
wriƩen comments. 
An example of the previous marking approach, where children 
were not necessarily able to make use of the comments as 
they did not always understand them. 
Teacher: ‘What is the contracƟon for ‘have not?’’ 
Child: Orit [alright] 
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sThe Marking Workload Project
How can ‘Marking in the moment’ reduce teacher workload, without compromising pupil progress?
Why marking?
Marking in the moment
The Government’s 2014 Workload challenge survey identified  the 
frequency and extent of marking requirements as a key driver of large 
teacher workloads. Increased workload is one of the main reasons that 
teachers will cite for leaving the profession. As teacher shortages increase 
then it is an area that needs to be explored further.
The 2016 report of The Independent Teacher Workload Review Group 
noted that written marking had become unnecessarily burdensome for 
teachers and recommended that all marking should be driven by 
professionals’ judgement and be ‘meaningful, manageable and 
motivating’.
To investigate this further the Education Endowment Foundation (EEF 
2016) commissioned a national survey of teachers in both primary and 
secondary schools in England.  This identified that there is an urgent need 
for more studies so that teachers have better information about the most 
effective marking approaches.
What is ‘Marking in the moment’?
This is where a conversation between teacher and child takes place as the 
child is working. Suggestions for improvements will be made and work will 
be annotated by the teacher so it is clear that an intervention has taken 
place.  Progress within the lesson will be checked by the teacher a short 
time later to ensure that the improvements prompted by the discussion 
have been sustained. 
The work will not be marked after the lesson.
OF is a marking code used to signify oral feedback.  A quick note is made 
of areas discussed and then the teacher initals the work when revisiting 
later in the lesson.
Aims
• To trial  ‘Marking in the moment ‘ across Year 3 (70 pupils) and Year 5
(61 pupils). Four teachers took part.
• To evaluate the  strategy in terms of reducing  teacher workload
• To assess whether it has a detrimental impact on pupil outcomes.
Research Methods
• Research journal (Staff taking part)
• Questionnaires (Pupils and staff , both before and after)
• Focus groups (Staff discussing progress throughout research)
• Data analysis (Pupil progress in English (Writing and EGSP))
• Group/pupil interviews (On completion of research)
Pupil Outcomes
Pupils made expected progress in English compared to progress in other 
year groups. Therefore, there was no measurable negative impact.
Initially while pupils valued feedback during the lesson they preferred 
written comments in their books.
However at the end of the trial, whilst they still appreciated written 
feedback away from the lesson they were more in favour of ‘Marking in the 
moment’. (Pupils questionnnaires and feedback)
Teacher Outcomes
Four teachers took part from Year 3 and Year 5. All teachers felt that 
‘Marking in the moment’ had a positive impact on their workload. However, 
this was not necessarily all linked to time spent marking.
• Whilst all teachers felt that their workload was reduced (up to third in
some cases), the need to distance mark as well was a hard habit to
break.
• Marking had become more focused with a more concise written
comment.
• There was felt to be a higher level of engagement between pupil and
teacher.
• Teachers felt that children made more progress in lessons and it
actively encouraged conversations with those children who might
otherwise not have been spoken to in depth.
Conclusions and next steps
Our evidence suggests that ‘Marking in the Moment’ has a positive impact 
on teachers workload without compromising pupil progress.
Teachers can not only see a reduced workload but also the marking is 
often more meaningful for the children. Pupil progress was not affected 
and teachers felt that it actually improved their working knowledge of 
children's abilities.
Next steps:
● Extend across the curriculum
● Introduce whole school approach
● Ensure feedback policy in school reflects the process and there is
consistency in books
Suggested Reading
‘Eliminating unnecessary workload around marking’ 
Report of the Independent Teacher Workload Review Group
March 2016
‘A marked Improvement?’ – Education Endowment Foundation April 2016
This presentation poster was designed by FPPT.
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XSSHUDQGORZHU:HGHFLGHGWRXVHWKHIROORZLQJ
UHVHDUFKPHWKRGVIRURXUUHVHDUFK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IRFXVJURXSVGXULQJVWDIIPHHWLQJGDWDDQDO\VLVDQGSXSLO
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FKDQJHVWRKRZERWKJURXSVIHOWDERXWPDUNLQJHLWKHUSRVLWLYHRUQHJDWLYH:HDQDO\VHGWKHGDWDWRFKHFNWKDWWKHFKDQJHVWR
RXUIHHGEDFNZHUHQRWGHWULPHQWDOWRWKHFKLOGUHQ¶VSURJUHVV
&RQFOXVLRQVDQGQH[WVWHSV
7KHLPSDFWWKDWWKHµ0DUNLQJLQWKH0RPHQW¶SURMHFWKDVKDGLQWKHFODVVURRPKDVEHHQH[WUHPHO\
SRVLWLYH6WDIIPHPEHUVIHHOWKDWWKHLUZRUNORDGKDVOLJKWHQHGDQGWKH\KDYHPRUHHQWKXVLDVPIRU
SURYLGLQJIHHGEDFNWRFKLOGUHQ¶VZRUN7KHFKLOGUHQDUHDOVRIHHOLQJPRUHSRVLWLYHDERXWWKHIHHGEDFN
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7RHQVXUHWKDWVWDIIDUHFRQVLVWHQWLQWKHLUDSSURDFKWRPDUNLQJDFURVVVFKRRO
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+DWWLH-0DVWHUV'DQG%LUFK.
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FKLOGUHQWRGLVFXVVDQGUHIOHFWRQWKHLUZRUNZLWKLQWKHFRQWH[WWKDW
LWKDVEHHQVHWµWHDFKLQJVKRXOGEHPRUHHYLGHQWWRWKHOHDUQHU
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µ0DUNLQJLQWKH0RPHQW¶DLPVWRIDFLOLWDWHWKHQHHGV
RIWKHOHDUQHUE\DOORZLQJWKHWHDFKHUWRLGHQWLI\WKH
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:KHQDVNHGZKDWVKHWKRXJKWRIµ0DUNLQJLQWKHPRPHQW¶DQGKRZ
LWKHOSHGKHUOHDUQLQJD<HDUSXSLOUHSOLHG³,OLNHLWEHFDXVH
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7KHFKLOGUHQZHUHH[WUHPHO\SRVLWLYHDERXWWKHPDUNLQJSURFHVV
DQGUHDOO\HQMR\HGWKDWWLPHGLVFXVVLQJWKHLUZRUNZLWKWKHLU
WHDFKHUZLWKRXWWKHIHHOLQJWKDWWKHLUZRUNZDVEHLQJKHDYLO\
FULWLFLVHG)RUWKHFKLOGWKHFRQWH[WLQZKLFKIHHGEDFNZDVEHLQJ
JLYHQZDVFHUWDLQO\PHDQLQJIXO
(GXFDWLRQKDVEHHQµUHDFKLQJFULVLVSRLQW¶7KH,QGHSHQGHQWIRU
VRPH\HDUVDQGLWKDVEHHQSUHGLFWHGWKDWE\WKHUHZLOOEHDQDWLRQDO
VKRUWDJHRIWHDFKHUVFRPSDUHGZLWKWKHQXPEHURIFKLOGUHQQHHGLQJWREH
HGXFDWHGKLJKOLJKWLQJWKHQHHGIRUFKDQJH
,QWKHJRYHUQPHQWUHFRJQLVHGWKHQHHGWRDFWIROORZLQJWKHIHHGEDFN
UHFHLYHGIURPWKH:RUNORDG&KDOOHQJHDQGWKH'I(KDYHVLQFH
SXEOLVKHGDQDFWLRQSODQWRKHOSUHGXFHWHDFKHUZRUNORDG
µRIWHDFKHUVLQ(QJODQG
SODQWROHDYHDUHXQGHU
LQFUHDVLQJSUHVVXUHVD\
WKHLUZRUNORDGLV
XQPDQDJHDEOH¶7KH*XDUGLDQ

$LPV
7RLQWURGXFHµ0DUNLQJLQWKH0RPHQW¶DV
DPHDQVWRSURYLGHSXSLOVZLWKIHHGEDFN
7RWULDODPDUNLQJPHWKRGWKDWDLPVWR
UHGXFHWHDFKHUZRUNORDG
7RHQVXUHSXSLOSURJUHVVLVQRWDIIHFWHG
%HFDXVHRIWKHZD\PDUNLQJQRZDOORZV
IRUWKHGLDORJXHWRKDSSHQEHWZHHQWKH
OHDUQHUDQGWHDFKHUµLQWKHPRPHQW¶WKH
SURJUHVVLVHYLGHQWLQWKHOHVVRQDQG
DOORZVHGXFDWRUVWRUHIOHFWRQLPSDFW
+DWWLHµ2)¶LQGLFDWHVWKDWIHHGEDFN
KDVEHHQJLYHQRUDOO\DQGWKHKLJKOLJKWLQJ
LGHQWLILHVVXFFHVVHVLQWKHFKLOG¶VZRUN
DJDLQOLJKWHQLQJWKHEXUGHQRIWHDFKHU
ZRUNORDG
Effective Feedback 
2XUSUHYLRXVPDUNLQJ
SROLF\ZDVRQHWKDWZDVEDVHG
DURXQGWKHWHDFKHUSURYLGLQJD
ORWRIZULWWHQIHHGEDFNWKDWZDV
LQDFFHVVLEOHIRUFKLOGUHQEHORZ
DJHUHODWHGH[SHFWDWLRQ,WZDV
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Marking Workload Project
What is the impact of verbal feedback during English lessons on teacher workload in Key Stage 2?
Why Marking?
The DfE Workload Challenge Survey in 2014 helped identify marking as one of the key elements of disproportionate workload among 
teachers – 53% of respondents reported excessive marking as being burdensome. As workload is one of the key drivers of teachers 
leaving the profession, it is important to further research this area to find solutions to this problem.
Aims
• To explore the effect of ‘Marking in
the Moment’ on teacher workload in
classes in Year 3, 4 and 5.
• To explore how ‘Marking in the
Moment’ could reduce teacher
workload.
• To assess whether ‘Marking in the
Moment’ has a detrimental effect on
children’s progress.
Research Methods
During the course of this project, the following research methods were used to gain 
evidence about the effects of ‘Marking in the Moment’:
• Questionnaires – 12 staff and 144 children were given questionnaires at the
start and towards the end of the project.
• Research journal – 5 staff involved in the project had a WhatsApp group to
communicate ongoing opinions and issues arising throughout.
• Focus groups – 5 staff involved in the project had focused discussions
periodically throughout.
• Data analysis – pupil progress in English was monitored by 5 class teachers.
• Group interviews – 50 pupils were interviewed upon completion of the
project.
Pupil Outcomes
Pupils maintained expected progress in English over the course of the project compared to other classes across the school. The change in 
marking practice had no negative effect on pupils.
Teacher Outcomes
Five teachers took part in the project across Years 3, 4 and 5. They all felt ‘Marking in the Moment’ was a positive step to reducing 
workload, however not to the extent that was first hoped. There were also positive outcomes in other areas too:
Conclusions
The evidence suggests that ‘Marking in the Moment’ has a positive impact on 
teacher workload, actively reduce the amount of marking at the end of the 
school day, without affecting pupil progress in English. However, this study 
suggests that the impact is only small due to the nature of the tasks being 
marked. Verbal feedback is seen as a more useful tool than previously 
thought and teachers feel they are having more impact on their pupils’ 
learning than with traditional written feedback. The feedback they are giving is 
more meaningful and they also value the pupils’ input in the feedback process.
V – This is the symbol used to indicate that
verbal feedback has occurred during the lesson, 
negating the need for formal written feedback. 
This will be written towards the end of the 
lesson after the teacher has revisited the child 
to check for progress.
What is ‘Marking in the Moment’?
The modification of marking arrangements was cited by respondents (32%) as one of the more common solutions to this issue. As a high 
profile workload issue, the culture of marking was reviewed by the DfE Workload Review Group, who found a number of issues. They
highlight that marking has become “a time-wasting burden for teachers that has to stop.” The report recommended that practice be 
reviewed in order to be “meaningful, manageable and motivating,” while being “based on professional judgement.”
The impact of marking on teacher workload is significant and is an issue that needs to be addressed. Further research is required into the 
effectiveness of marking practices in schools across the country in order to lessen the burden on teachers in the future.
Next Steps:
• Share findings with colleagues with a view to
implementing ‘Marking in the moment’ across
the school.
• Review marking policy to ensure ‘Marking in the
Moment’ is more prominent and consistent.
a time-wasting burden for 
teachers that has to stop
‘Marking in the Moment’ is a feedback strategy that 
involves the teacher interacting with a child during a 
lesson. The teacher and child will discuss the child’s 
work, looking at both positives and improvements 
that could be made during the period of independent 
work. The teacher will still follow the school’s 
marking policy as usual when using this method and 
often there will be a symbol that indicates verbal 
feedback has been given. 
After a short while, the teacher will check back in with 
the child to attain whether progress has been made 
and whether further feedback is necessary. It is 
important to note that the work will not be marked 
formally after the lesson and no written comment will 
be given. 
Pupils were receptive to the idea of verbal feedback and the chance to discuss their work with their teacher to begin with. Many enjoyed 
the opportunity to make immediate improvements to their writing. However, towards the end of the project, opinion changed and many 
found ‘Marking in the Moment’ a distraction when writing. There was a rise in the number of children preferring their work to be marked 
post-lesson. There was also a distinct difference in opinion between marking and discussion during lessons.
Start of project score* End of project score*
Is it helpful when your work is marked after 
the lesson?
37 54
Is it helpful when your work is marked 
during the lesson?
33 17
How helpful is talking about your work 
with your teacher during the lesson?
59 41
• Teachers’ workload was reduced, but many felt they could not
complete the two groups (12 pupils) initially agreed and switched
to just one (six pupils), either because it was not possible to get
around to this many children efficiently or the feedback was less
effective when seeing more children.
• Feedback was more meaningful and effective during lessons and
teachers felt children were able to make more progress during
lesson because of this.
• Teachers use ‘Marking in the Moment’ as much as possible
where it was appropriate, but breaking old habits and being
caught up in the lesson meant it was not always conducted.
• Teachers’ felt that verbal feedback was a positive tool which they
would endeavour to utilise more often in their practice in the
future.
• Teachers valued the input of pupils when giving verbal feedback
during lessons, which often led to more meaningful and
motivating feedback.
Further Reading
• DfE (2014). Workload Challenge: Analysis of teacher
consultation responses. Department for Education. London
• DfE (2016). Eliminating unnecessary workload around
marking. Department for Education. London.
*Score was calculated using positive minus negative views in questionnaires.
PHOTO REDACTED DUE TO THIRD PARTY RIGHTS OR OTHER LEGAL ISSUES 
Recommendations: 
‘Marking in the moment’ providing verbal feedback with limited written feedback is effective. 
This should continue to be used as a whole school approach.  
Where individual children’s needs vary and additional adults are limited, other approaches may 
need to be implemented alongside this method e.g. the class teacher may need to work with a  specific focus group for some lessons. 
When using the ’marking in the moment’ method,  plan accordingly for children working at a lower level– if working the room, ensure the activity set can be achieved independently, 
or that additional adult support is given. 
Consider quick marking symbols alongside the feedback e.g. a double tick to show response to feedback, a star stamp to show recognition for excellent work or a marked improve-
ment in something specific.  
Research  Question 
What is the impact of feedback during the lesson, with minimal follow-up adult 
written feedback, on teacher workload in English and Mathematics? 
Rationale: 
The school is a large two-form entry primary school with  approximately 
450 pupils on roll including the attached nursery. There are 30 children 
in each class and children are in mixed ability classes.  From Year 2 
upwards, children are taught in ability sets for Maths and English.  
Previously, the marking policy consisted of the ‘Two stars and a wish’ 
method, where the expectation was a written response to the        
majority of Maths and English work. Teachers would comment by leaving 
2 positive comments (2 stars) and a comment as to how the work could 
be improved further (a wish). Children would then be expected to  
respond to the written feedback at the start of the following lesson. 
The initial teacher questionnaire showed that this had its implications, 
particularly for children in Key Stage 2 classes working below the ex-
pected  standard, and for younger children who might not always be able 
to read the written feedback. This was frustrating and demotivating for 
both pupils and teachers who had often spent 
hours writing lengthy written annotations because 
it was an expectation to  mark the work in detail, 
despite knowing that children would not read their    
feedback.  
Previous research by the EEF (2016) identified 
that high quality    feedback could lead to 
8months+ improvement in children’s progress, but 
highlighted that written marking is only one form 
of feedback. However, written feedback has be-
come the biggest contributor to unsustainable 
workload. Whilst it was highlighted that the use of  
targets to make marking as specific and actionable 
as possible is likely to increase pupil progress, it does not state whether 
verbal or written feedback is more    effective. It was also found that 
acknowledgement marking is unlikely to enhance pupil’s progress and 
that it would be beneficial to ‘mark less but better.’   
Actions: 
 Meeting with Senior Leadership to discuss research 
question and how this would be actioned in school. 
 Decision made to temporarily amend the whole school 
feedback policy and involve all class teachers (F2—Y6) to 
ensure everybody would adhere to changes. 
 Research question shared with teaching staff and all staff 
agreed to be part of the focus group discussions. 
What did ‘marking in the moment’ look like in our school? 
 Teachers focused on ‘working the room’, attempting to give 
verbal feedback to 2 or 3 groups of children, identifying 
misconceptions during the lesson 
 Verbal feedback was recorded in books with the letter ‘v’ 
and one word  during the lesson e.g. v– conjunctions 
 Groups who were not given feedback during the lesson 
would be marked after with an L.O and a tick, and/or a 
short comment where appropriate,  in order for teachers 
to provide evidence of assessment. This also allowed more 
quality time for teachers to reflect on learning for individ-
ual groups and to better inform planning. 
 Feedback was for the child and not for external observers 
to comment on, therefore it was agreed that during book 
scrutiny observed by the senior leadership team, progress 
was measured by children’s improvement in work, not the 
amount of teacher comments. 
Findings- Pros: 
 Teachers largely felt less stressed and felt that the ‘marking in the moment’ strategy reduced 
their workload. 
 Teachers felt it was better for the children as they had contact with more children through 
the lesson and could identify misconceptions quicker and move learning forward. 
 Teachers also commented that it made use of their time so much more effective and that 
children are progressing quicker. 
 Some teachers commented that in particular it was better for the children working at Greater 
Depth as they were less likely to be left to just ‘get on’. 
 Others commented that it was much better for the children who were working below the 
expected level as they understand verbal feedback and can action it instantly. 
 On the whole, children’s comments showed that they preferred the new feedback method too. 
Comments showed they thought marking was clearer, more personalised and they preferred not 
having to go back to previous work at the start of the lesson.
 Most children also felt more motivated as they appreciated the time the teacher was giving 
them during the lesson. Reading comments afterwards ‘takes too long’ and is ‘boring’. 
Findings- Cons: 
 Some teachers felt it was more difficult to ‘work the room’ if there was no
Teaching Assistant present, as children working below the expected standard 
often need more in-depth guided support from an adult with their learning. 
 Class teachers were concerned that they were not writing enough in books– it
was difficult for them to get out of the conditioned habit of feeling they had to 
provide evidence with a written comment. 
 Senior leaders were concerned about the lack of positive praise evident in books
- is it enough for parents and external observers who might look in the books? 
 Few children did not like being interrupted mid flow and preferred the old style 
written feedback, but it did not hinder their progress. 
Methodology: 
 Teacher questionnaires (12 in total 
completed) 
 Pupil comment box (completed in Year 
groups 2 - 4, 114 comments collected in 
total) 
 Reflection journals for teachers (14 
teachers) 
 Data tracked to whether there was a 
Aim: 
The purpose of the study was to find out if 
by teachers ‘working the room’ and ‘marking in 
the moment’ with verbal feedback during the 
lesson, workload would be reduced without 
impacting negatively on the children’s 
progress and attitudes towards their work.  
Without teachers writing in depth comments 
following the lesson, could feedback be: 
 Meaningful? 
 Manageable? 
 Motivating? 
These 3 elements laid at the heart of the 
project and were considered throughout the 
study. 
“It’s much better for the 
children. I have contact 
with more during the 
lesson.” (Y3 teacher) 
“It’s good because it 
makes you want to get 
it right next time.” (Y4 
child) 
“I like it when she [my 
teacher] comes to the 
table to check my 
work, it helps me 
more.” (Y2 child) 
“I like it because when 
my teacher does it I 
can’t read it.” (Y3 child) 
“I like it when marking is 
done in the lesson because 
I can go back and edit my 
work.” (Y4 child) 
“I know to make it 
better ‘cos I just look 
at that [v].” (Y1 child) 
“I like it because if we can 
make a mistake we can 
look at it and know not to 
do it again.” (Y3 child) 
“My time is used more effectively 
by giving verbal feedback and 
the children are getting much 
more from it.” (Y4 teacher) 
References 
EEF (2016) A marked improvement? A review on the evidence of written marking University of Oxford. Availa-
ble at: https://educationendowmentfoundation.org.uk/public/files/Publications/
EEF_Marking_Review_April_2016.pdf (Accessed 20th September 2017) 
Teacher Opinions—What needs developing? 
 “Not be ﬁxed with one group.” 
 “Mark all books, as already marking less.” 
 “Doesn’t feel right to not mark all books.” 
 “Monitoring progress with assessment tools 
ended up being made more (work) later on to 
ﬁll in assessment.” 
 “SƟll need wriƩen comment if necessary… 
mainly for praise.” 
 “Works beƩer in Maths, not as easy in long 
wriƩen tasks in English.” 
What is the impact of feedback during the lesson, with minimal follow-up adult wriƩen 
feedback, on teacher workload in English and MathemaƟcs?  
Pupil Opinions FOR ‘In the Moment’ Feedback 
Year 5 Boy, “...you can correct it immediately, can make more 
progress in less Ɵme.” 
Year 4 Boy, “When they come to mark it in the lesson, you can 
look at the quesƟon and see what you have done wrong.” 
Year 4 Girl, “I think why did I get it wrong? As I thought I got it 
right. Then I look into it more to see where I went wrong.” 
Year 4 Girl, “ When you start new work you just want to get 
into that work, not go back through old work.” 
Year 2 Girl, “You can correct straight away and you might not 
noƟce the next day, so can’t correct it.” 
Pupil Opinions AGAINST ‘In the Moment’ Feedback 
Year 3 Boy, “...it’s annoying because it’s disturbing and you 
can’t concentrate on what you’re doing.” 
Year 4 Boy, “Spoils it, rather ﬁnd out at the end if they do it 
wrong.” 
Year 5 Girl, “As long as it’s marked I’m happy.” 
Year 3 Boy, “AŌer, its more surprising…” 
PROCESS 
i Class split into four mixed ability groups 
i Adults work with two focus groups to provide ‘in 
the moment’ feedback 
i Work from groups that are not focused on in the 
session will be taken for follow-up marking 
i Maintain marking in-line with school marking 
policy to provide consistency 
i Replace extensive comments, and stampers, with 
visual symbols and speciﬁc targets 
Teacher Opinions—What went well? 
 “Marking is a lot simpler.” 
 “Improved marking pace.” 
 “Not aﬀected progress.” 
 “Pupils move on during the lesson.” 
 “Move pupils on to more challenging quesƟons and 
can expand learning.” 
 “Progress seen aŌer marking symbols used during an 
acƟvity, instead of at the end.” 
 “Symbols have been fantasƟc for saving Ɵme.” 
 “Time can be beƩer used to plan future sessions.” 
 “Less work to stay, or take home, in an evening.” 
IN ACTION! 
Suggested Strategies 
i Develop and use marking symbols 
throughout EYFS, KS1 and KS2 
i Use singular worded prompts and targets 
i Verbal feedback 
i Mini-group and class intervenƟons to correct 
misconcepƟons during the session 
i Group marking and feedback 
i Directed Improvement and ReﬂecƟon Time—
D.I.R.T 
i Teaching Assistant with a focus group and 
recording essenƟal informaƟon 
PosiƟve praise!  
RECOMMENDATIONS 
i Provide feedback ‘in the moment’ with two mixed ability target 
groups 
i Minimal sƟll means providing some feedback for ALL the class 
aŌer the session 
i Whole school progressive approach to using marking symbols for
immediate impact 
i Write short, speciﬁc targets, aiming towards single word 
comments 
PROJECT CONTEXT  and METHODOLOGY—Two form entry town school with approximately 450 pupils on roll. School was classiﬁed as ‘Good’ in 2017. Eight classes, from Year 2 to Year 5, parƟcipated in this research project.  Feedback is used to describe the pro-
cess of responding to a child’s work through marks, symbols and wriƩen or verbal comments. All staﬀ , aside form Year 6, parƟcipated in the consultaƟon process on developing Key Stage appropriate marking symbols.  A focus group ,incorporaƟng the Mathe-
maƟcs and English Coordinator, was formed and regular meeƟngs took place to discuss the project, its impact and its progress.  Pupils were selected via register numbers 5, 15 and 25 to parƟcipate in pupil interviews.  63 pupils answered the quesƟon about 
whether they preferred feedback ‘In the Moment, were against it or liked either. A class for Year 2, Year 4, Year 5 and Year 6 provided whole class feedback in notelet form. Parents were informed by leƩer about the project and could opt out. Pupils and staﬀ 
were asked for permission to have their comments used in publicaƟons.  
AIMS 
i Provide ‘in the moment’ feedback 
to pupils through a variety of 
strategies 
i Minimise the amount  of follow-up 
marking taking place during  break 
Ɵmes, dinners and at home 
i  Ensure the process has a posiƟve, 
or neutral, impact on progress 
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Marking Workload Research Project
Working the Room – Marking in the Moment
Mapperley Plains Primary School
Aims:
• To identity workload pressures created from marking
• To identify and test innovative strategies (and in particular our focus on marking in the moment)
• To share the results through a toolkit, case study and by presenting findings at a conference
Initial Staff Questionnaire
The initial questionnaire was designed to attain a picture of teachers’ current feelings towards 
marking. At the time of completing the questionnaire, the school’s new feedback policy was 
beginning to be implemented and teachers had been introduced to the changes. On reflection, this 
may have affected the findings, and possibly explains why the replies to the question about time 
spent marking wielded answers that were generally lower than the average of the responses from all 
schools involved in the project. 
Teachers were asked describe their feelings towards marking as part of the online questionnaire. 
Their responses mirrored many responses that were described in the DfE’s workload survey. A 
sample of responses is listed below:
• “Can be excessive.”
• “At the limit of what I can take.”
• “Can be a drain on time.”
• “Just about managing..”
• “..onerous..”
• “..constant pressure.”
It is important to point out, however, that a number of responses to the same question elicited 
responses which referred to the reducing workload created by the introduction of the new policy 
which had recently been introduced at the time of completing the survey. Comments regarded this 
included:
• “It has become more manageable because of a new marking
policy.”
• “Since we changed our marking policy, I am feeling much
better.”
• “Currently, it is manageable due to sensible expectations..”
• “..much better since we started immediate feedback.
School’s Current Position
Mapperley Plains Primary School is a larger than average primary school on the outskirts of Nottingham. Prior to the start of this project, the school had undertaken a review of its marking policy and had 
made a number of changes which intended to reduce the burden of marking on teachers. The new policy recognised the recommendations of the DfE’s marking workload group and explains that marking 
should be ‘meaningful, manageable and motivating’. In addition to this, the policy recognises the advice provided by the National Centre for Excellence in Teaching Mathematics which suggests the most 
important activity for teachers is the teaching itself, supported by the design and preparation of lessons. 
Having already reviewed the marking policy to incorporate much of the advice given in many of the documents referenced in the rationale, all teachers were in a position to be able to adopt the ‘Working 
the Room - Marking in the Moment’ as part of their everyday practice. The school’s Feedback Policy also explicitly introduces three types of feedback: immediate, summary and review. Examples of 
‘Immediate feedback’ included gathering evidence from teaching, talking with individuals or groups, verbally informing children of next steps and re-directing the focus of teaching or tasks. Our project 
‘Working the Room – Marking in the Moment’ added an additional element to this and required teachers to spend more time in lessons reviewing children’s learning ‘at the point of learning’ in order to 
identify gaps in understanding or to move children’s learning forward.
With regard to the project, as all teachers (and therefore all classes) were taking part, it was decided that the pupil interviews would focus on children in just three classes. Children in these classes were 
encouraged to jot down their thoughts regarding teachers’ marking and feedback in to the pupil comment box. Six children were also randomly selected from one of the classes to take part in the formal 
pupil interviews. All teachers were expected to contribute to the teachers’ comments portal and a number of teachers were formally involved in the teachers’ focus group. 
Rationale
In March 2016, the findings of the Department for Education’s Marking Policy Review Group were published and stated that ‘[marking] has become disproportionately valued by schools and has become 
unnecessarily burdensome for teachers’. It also noted concerns that marking can be ‘…demoralising and a waste of time for teachers..’ however recognised that there were a number of possible reasons 
behind this including, ‘the impact of Government policy, what has been promoted by Ofsted, and decisions taken by school leaders and teachers’. 
The Education Endowment Fund’s report titled ‘A Marked Improvement’ reviewed the current evidence regarding marking and concluded that, ‘the quality of existing evidence focused specifically on 
written marking is low’. They went on to explain that most of the studies that did exist considered the impact of written marking over a short period of time, with very few identifying evidence over a 
longer period of time. The DfE’s 2016 Workload Survey found that primary teachers spend 8.2 hours per week on average marking or correcting pupils’ work. In addition to this, 76% of primary teachers 
claimed they spent ‘too much time’ marking or correcting pupils’ work (this includes the 42% of primary classroom teachers who stated that they spent ‘far too much time’). The Education Endowment 
Fund’s report questions the rationale behind teachers being asked to mark so much, so frequently with seemingly so little significant evidence to support school leaders’ expectations.
Staff Focus Group Comments
The staff focus group commented extensively on the 
benefits of the new feedback policy (and in particular, 
Marking in the Moment). All staff within the focus group
could give positive examples of how the reduced expec-
tations in marking had a positive effect on their 
well-being.  All staff commented on how they found they
had additional time to prepare and resource ‘better’
follow-up lessons. Most teachers described how they also
had more time for themselves and a couple even told 
how they had started running! Staff were also pleased to 
learn as a school that data hadn’t been negatively affected
by the project, and some teachers even expressed their 
beliefs that some children had made more progress since
providing immediate feedback!
Interviews with Children
What do you think about feedback/marking?
• “..good for improvement.”
• “..good thing because we get to see what we have done wrong..”
• “It helps sometimes but not always.”
What is your favourite way to receive feedback?
• “I prefer to talk to a teacher and know what I did wrong..”
• “Getting things wrong…because it means I can learn from my mistakes.”
• “Direct advice or help from a teacher.”
• “..when the teacher writes what we could include in our books..”
How can feedback be useful? 
• “It tells me what I still need to learn.”
• “It can help you improve.”
• “It helps me understand and helps me improve my writing.”
Who gives you feedback?
• “.Our teacher..”
• “My partner or my editing partner in writing lessons.”
• “Teaching assistants”
Which do you find more useful: 
• “I prefer to talk to a teacher and know what I did wrong..”
• “Getting things wrong…because it means I can learn from my mistakes.”
• “Direct advice or help from a teacher.”
• “..when the teacher writes what we could include in our books..”
Conclusion, Next Steps
CONTINUE – school policy to be continued in to 
2017/18
REFLECT – findings from all of the project’s working 
parties to be considered.
ADAPT – continue to adapt policy to meet the changing 
needs of the children in our school.
MEANINGFUL, MANAGEABLE AND MOTIVIATING
Further Reading and References
Workload Survey 2016 Findings - https://www.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/592499/TWS_2016_FINAL_Research_report_Feb_2017.pdf
EEF: A Marked Improvement - https://educationendowmentfoundation.org.uk/public/files/Publications/EEF_Marking_Review_April_2016.pdf
Eliminating Unnecessary Workload Around Marking - https://www.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/511256/Eliminating-unnecessary-workload-around-marking.pdf
Data Analysis
Data analysis was conducted of the number of children working at the expected standard (EXS) at the 
end of the Autumn term (prior to the project) and the number of children working at the EXS at the 
end of the summer term. Reading and maths saw small improvements (approximately 7 – 8 more 
children at the EXS). Writing saw a very small decrease (one child) in the number of children working 
at the EXS. 
AUTUMN 2 (%) SUMMER 2 (%) DIFFERENCE (%)
READING 76.41 79.4 +2.99
WRITING 77.52 77.16 -0.36
MATHS 81.58 83.84 +2.26
“Is it always 
necessary?”
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 The WOWS consortium report 
Our revised approach: 
Teachers highlighted the Learning Objective in 
yellow when achieved, a small yellow dot at the side 
if partially met and left alone if not met.  
Teachers were to comment appropriately if they had 
not marked the book with the child.   
The marking code was kept to highlight the type of 
errors made e.g. Sp for spelling.  
Verbal Feedback was not to be recorded.  
Teachers were encouraged to plan marking work 
with the children in the lesson and have increased 
dialogue with the children.   
With writing, the success criteria the children 
achieved was to be highlighted so it was obvious 
what the next steps were.  
Children were to be more actively involved with self-
marking and self/peer assessing and given time to fix 
work or celebrate achievement within lessons.	 
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
Reduce	teacher	workload	around	unnecessary	marking	
Introduction 
Before joining the WOWS Marking project, our 
verbal feedback was also recorded in the child’s 
book with a ‘VF’ and a commentary.  In Year 1 
teachers were writing the learning objective and 
then writing a sentence to say ‘Well done you have 
achieved your learning objective’ for children who 
couldn’t read it! The majority of the marking was 
taking place after the children had left. 
When children were asked in the younger years 
about marking, they said “I don’t like green writing.” 
One child said “I haven’t got all day to read them.” 
All children asked from Y1 to Y6 wanted to be told if 
it was wrong immediately so they could sort it out. 
After reflecting on The Independent Teacher 
Workload Review Group Report, Eliminating 
Unnecessary Workload Around Marking, we wanted 
to work with the principles of Manageable, 
Meaningful and Motivating. 
 
Gains and evidence 
The children’s reactions to the new marking system 
were the greatest gain. They liked instant 
feedback. They looked immediately for the yellow 
highlighting. children were far more involved in their 
own assessment and wanted to fix any 
misunderstandings and errors quickly. 
Teachers gained more time! Originally some 
teachers had recorded 15 hours a week. The 
highest recording second time around was 7 hours. 
Teachers	felt	they	were	able	to	spend	more	time	talking	
to	the	children	about	their	work.	
Conclusion 
Teacher’s feedback was positive and the children’s 
feedback even more so. Throughout the whole 
process our main aim was to ensure the marking 
resulted in children making progress.  
We do not have a perfect system but it is improved 
from our previous practice. What is important is 
that all staff are working together and are keen to 
adapt and change to ensure progress for the 
children. We have to keep that in our mind, that if it 
does not benefit the children we don’t do it. 
 
Our approach to the project included: 
• a review of current practice across in our
school shared with the WOWS Consortium of
schools;
• an evaluation of current practice against the 3
principles of:
• meaningful;
• manageable; and
• motivating;
• the establishment of features of good marking
practice to be trialled in school;
• an evaluation of the modified approaches to
marking against their impact and
effectiveness in achieving the three principles.
Author:	Julie	Hargreaves:	Headteacher.	www.highfieldsaintmatthews.wigan.sch.uk	
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Can marking be reduced in a way that reduces workload whilst maintaining standards? A research project. 2017. 
 
Marus Bridge Primary School part of the Rowan Learning Trust. Working in colaboration with WOWS Schools, Wigan. 
 
Introduction 
 
The research project was prompted by the feedback in staf 
surveys, stating that the highest impacting factor on work-life 
balance was marking and feedback. With an agreement that 
marking should be meaningful, manageable and motivating 
and drawing from key research, a draft marking policy was 
designed. 
 
Key documents that supported the marking project: 
 
Eliminating unnecessary workload around marking, DfE, 2016 
 
NCETM: Primary Marking Guidance, April 2016 
Debbie Morgan: Teaching for Mastery and Closing the Gap, 2016 
OFSTED: Myth Busting, 2017 
Blog: The Wing To Heaven @daisychristo Daisy Christodoulou’s 
blog – ‘Making Good Progress?’ 
 
Method 
 
Participants 
 
Y5 and Y1 teaching staf. Al teaching staf. 
 
Procedure 
 
Folowing Term 1 (where staf folowed the previous policy), 
staf met on three occasions to share research and design a 
new feedback policy, with the aim of reducing workload. The 
new policy was used for a ful term by Y1 and Y5 staf. The 
impact was then measured against non-pilot staf. In term three 
the staf would decide and finalise the feedback policy for 
adoption. 
 
 
 
Key new staf-agreed feedback mechanisms (with key 
research statement): 
 
- Teachers writing ‘next steps’ or rewording the WALT in 
feedback has litle impact. Instead, time to be spent 
adapting and preparing the next lesson and reseources 
to impact on learning. 
 
- The more immediate the feedback, the more impactful 
it is. Therefore, in-lesson, every opportunity taken to 
address misconceptions verbaly. Then, pre or post 
lesson intervention to be used rather than writen 
feedback. 
 
- Paired marking can add value to learning – with a more 
able pupil to support understanding and self-regulation 
(marking partners) has impact on retention of 
knowledge, understanding and teacher marking. Use 
this form of marking twice per week in core subjects. 
 
 
 
 
Results 
 
Y5 and Y1 pilot teachers diaries (case study) and report since 
adaptation of the draft feedback policy, a reduction of 1.5 hours 
in marking time can be identified per week. Pupil progress data 
for these year groups indicated that progress continued to be 
broadly in-line with the rest of school. 
 
 
11.5
12
12.5
13
13.5
14
PolicyUsed
OldPolicy
NewPolicy
  
Graph to show comparison between the average number of 
hours per week spent marking using both policies. 
 
 
Research design 
 
Process for the project year: 
 
 
 
Conclusions 
 
 EOY data represents a similar trend in progress and 
atainment to previous year for the pilot group. This 
shows that reduced marking practices don’t impact 
directly on pupil progress across school. The new 
Feedback Policy was finalized and is now in use across 
school. 
 
 Use of the pre-teach hour and accurate prior knowledge 
assessment identified in new Feedback Policy also led to 
reduction in planning time. 
 
 
 
Project design shared 
and 3 pre-meetings 
completed to design a 
draft feedback policy 
Teachers in Y5 and Y1 
use proposed new 
feedback policy for 1 
term. 
Teachers in Y2, 3, 4 and 
6 retain old policy use 
for 1 term. 
Deputy head monitors 
and takes feedback 
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Introduction 
3ULRU WR 0D\  RXU 0DUNLQJ DQG )HHGEDFN V\VWHP ZDV D
FRQVLGHUDEOH EXUGHQ WR ERWK VWDII DQG SXSLOV ,W KDG HYROYHG LQ
UHVSRQVHWRDQXPEHURI2IVWHGFULWLFLVPVRISUDFWLFHZKLFKZDVLQ
WKHLUYLHZQRWUREXVWHQRXJKWRVXSSRUW IXWXUH OHDUQLQJ2YHU WKH
SDVW\HDUVDQXPEHURIDGMXVWPHQWVZHUHDGGHGWRWKHV\VWHP
LQ UHVSRQVH WR2IVWHG¶V FRPPHQWV EXW QRQH RI WKH XQQHFHVVDU\
SURFHVVHVZHUHHOLPLQDWHG
7KHV\VWHPZDVFKDUDFWHULVHGE\H[WHQVLYHWHDFKHUFRPPHQWVWR
DGGUHVV PLVFRQFHSWLRQV JXLGH SXSLOV WR IXWXUH OHDUQLQJ WDUJHWV
DQG HQFRXUDJH SXSLO UHVSRQVHV2IWHQ WHDFKHU FRPPHQWV ZRXOG
EHRI JUHDWHU OHQJWKDQGFRPSOH[LW\ WKDQ WKHSXSLOV¶ ZRUN3XSLOV
ZRXOG ZULWH UHVSRQVHV WR WKH WHDFKHU FRPPHQWV DQG LQ VRPH
FDVHVWHDFKHUVZRXOGIXUWKHUUHVSRQGWRWKHSXSLOV¶FRPPHQWV,Q
DGGLWLRQ D FRPSOH[ 0DUNLQJ &RGH KDG HYROYHG ZKLFK RIWHQ
FRQIXVHGSXSLOVDQGDGGHGOLWWOHWRLPSURYHRXWFRPHV
)ROORZLQJ FRQVXOWDWLRQ ZLWK VWDII DQG SXSLOV DOO DJUHHG WKDW WKH
0DUNLQJDQG)HHGEDFNV\VWHPLQSODFHZDVQRWILWIRUSXUSRVH
$VRQHSXSLODFFXUDWHO\FRPPHQWHG³:KHQDPRGHUDWRUORRNVDWD
SLHFHRIZRUN WKH\QHHG WRNQRZKRZJRRG WKHFKLOG LVQRWKRZ
JRRGWKHWHDFKHULV´

Research 
:HDVNHGRXUVHOYHVWZRNH\TXHVWLRQV
What is marking for? DQG Who is marking for? 
1HZIROG¶V DSSURDFK ZDV QRW SULPDULO\ IRFXVHG RQ UHGXFLQJ WHDFKHU
ZRUNORDGDOWKRXJKDOOVWDIIDJUHHGWKDWWKLVZDVDFRQVLGHUDEOHEDUULHU
WKDWQHHGHGWREHDGGUHVVHG$VLPSOHFDOFXODWLRQLQGLFDWHGWKDWVWDIIDW
WKHVFKRROZHUHVSHQGLQJKRXUVSHUZHHNPDUNLQJSXSLOV¶ZRUN
:H KDG D FRPPRQ EHOLHI WKDW D V\VWHPZDV UHTXLUHG ZKLFK HQJDJHV
SXSLOV LQ WKHDVVHVVPHQWSURFHVV WKURXJKJUHDWHUGHSWKDQGTXDOLW\RI
YHUEDO IHHGEDFN$OO VWDNHKROGHUV IHOW WKDW WKLVZRXOGKDYHD IDUEHWWHU
LPSDFW RQ SXSLO RXWFRPHV UDWKHU WKDQ H[WHQVLYH ZULWWHQ WHDFKHU
FRPPHQWVZULWWHQSXSLOUHVSRQVHVRIWHQFRQIXVLQJPDUNLQJFRGHVDQG
RWKHUVHFUHWDULDOIHDWXUHV

Principles of the new model 
7KHUH LVDVKDUHGYLVLRQ WKURXJKRXW WKHVFKRROFRPPXQLW\
WKDW DOO PDUNLQJ DQG IHHGEDFN VKRXOG EH meaningful
manageableDQG motivating

/HDGHUVKDYHWKHFRQILGHQFH LQ1HZIROG¶VVWDII WRFRQGXFW
D SURIHVVLRQDO DVVHVVPHQW RI SXSLOV¶ ZRUN WKHUH LV D UHDO
VHQVHRIWUXVWDQGIDLWKLQWKHLUMXGJHPHQWV

6WDII LQLWLDO D SLHFH RI ZRUN WR LQGLFDWH WKDW D SURIHVVLRQDO
DQDO\VLVKDVEHHQXQGHUWDNHQ

$Q DUURZ LQ WKH SDJH PDUJLQ RU XQGHUOLQLQJ LQGLFDWHV
ZKHUHVWDIIZDQWWKHFKLOGWRUHYLHZWKHLUZRUN

6WDIIPD\VWLOOZULWHFRPPHQWV WRVXSSRUW IXWXUH OHDUQLQJ LI
WKH\IHHOLWLVDSSURSULDWH

0RUHWLPHLVVSHQWDGGUHVVLQJPLVFRQFHSWLRQVDWVRXUFHE\
GLVFXVVLQJZD\VWRLPSURYHRXWFRPHVZLWKSXSLOV

2XUQHZDSSURDFKZDV LPSOHPHQWHGWKURXJKRXWVFKRRODW
WKHRQVHWRIWKHSURMHFWWRHQVXUHFRQVLVWHQF\WKLVSURYLGHG
WKHRSSRUWXQLW\IRUWKLVQHZGHYHORSPHQWWREHHPEHGGHG



Outcomes 
6WDII KDYH UHSRUWHG WKDW WKH\ KDYH GHYHORSHG D PRUH RSHQ GLDORJXH ZLWK WKHLU SXSLOV DERXW
LPSURYHPHQWV WKDW ZRXOG EH DSSURSULDWH WR WKHLU OHDUQLQJ $GGLWLRQDOO\ WKH\ IHHO WKH\ KDYH D
JUHDWHUXQGHUVWDQGLQJRIHDFKFKLOG¶VDELOLW\DQGFDSDFLW\IRULPSURYHPHQW

3XSLOVKDYHDSSUHFLDWHGWKHGLVFXVVLRQVZLWKVWDIIDWVRXUFHWR LPSDFWRQRXWFRPHV3XSLOVDOVR
VD\ WKDW WKH\ KDYH GHYHORSHG D PRUH SHUVRQDO UHODWLRQVKLS ZLWK VWDII DQG DUH WKHUHIRUH PRUH
FRQILGHQWWRGLVFXVVOHDUQLQJGHYHORSPHQWV3XSLOVYHU\PXFKDSSUHFLDWHWKDWVWDIIDUHQRORQJHU
RYHUPDUNLQJDQGRYHUHGLWLQJWKHLUKDUGZRUN

6WDIIKDYHLQGLFDWHGWKDWWKHUHKDVEHHQDFRQVLGHUDEOHLPSURYHPHQWLQSXSLOVWDNLQJJUHDWHUSULGH
LQWKHSUHVHQWDWLRQRIWKHLUZRUN

'XULQJWKHVFKRRO¶V/RFDO$XWKRULW\0RGHUDWLRQYLVLWLQ-XQHWKH0RGHUDWRUFRPPHQWHGWKDW
WKHPDUNLQJ V\VWHPZDV YHU\ FOHDU DQG FRQFLVH ,W DOVR DOORZHG SXSLOV WR HGLW DQG VHOIFRUUHFW
ZLWKRXWRYHUGLUHFWLRQIURPWKHWHDFKHU

6WDIIDQGSXSLOVYDOXHEHLQJDEOHWRDGGUHVVPLVFRQFHSWLRQVDWVRXUFH

6WDIIUHSRUWDUHGXFWLRQRIEHWZHHQDQGLQWKHWLPHWKH\
VSHQGPDUNLQJSXSLOV¶ZRUN7KHUHKDVEHHQDQDVWRQLVKLQJ
UHGXFWLRQIURP225 hoursWR73 hoursSHUZHHNDFURVVVFKRRO

6WDIIDOVRUHSRUWWKDWWKH\QRORQJHUIHHOWKHXQGXHSUHVVXUHRID
PDUNLQJDQGIHHGEDFNV\VWHPWKDWVHUYHGOLWWOHSXUSRVHIRULWV
LQWHQGHGDXGLHQFH

6WDIIVD\WKDWWKH\QRZKDYHPRUHWLPHWRGHYHORSFUHDWLYHOHDUQLQJ
RSSRUWXQLWLHVDQGHQULFKWKHH[SHULHQFHVRIWKHFKLOGUHQDWWKHVFKRRO
Challenges, issues and solutions 

7KHRQHURXV0DUNLQJDQG)HHGEDFNV\VWHPZHKDG LQSODFHIRUVR
ORQJKDGEHFRPHHQWUHQFKHG LQRXUSUDFWLFH5HVWUDLQLQJRXUVHOYHV
IURP DSSO\LQJ WKH EXUGHQVRPH SURFHVVHV RI WKH SUHYLRXV V\VWHP
ZDVTXLWHDFKDOOHQJH
7KHQHZV\VWHPKDVDOUHDG\HYROYHGDVZHQRZXVHDQDUURZLQWKH
SDJH PDUJLQ RU XQGHUOLQLQJ ZKHUH ZH ZDQW FKLOGUHQ WR DGGUHVV
LQDFFXUDFLHVGHSHQGLQJRQDSXSLO¶VLQGLYLGXDOQHHGV
6WDII FRPPHQWV GLUHFW SXSLOV WR LQGHSHQGHQWO\ DWWHPSW WR FRUUHFW
VSHOOLQJV
$OO VWDIIPRQLWRU DQG HYDOXDWH SXSLOV¶ ZRUN UHJXODUO\ WR HQVXUH WKDW
SURJUHVVLRQ LVGHPRQVWUDWHG LQDSXSLO¶V OHDUQLQJ MRXUQH\7LPHKDV
EHHQDOORFDWHGIRUFRKRUWSKDVHDQGZKROHVWDIIPRQLWRULQJ
Conclusions 
7KH QHZ V\VWHP KDV KDG D SRZHUIXO LPSDFW RQ ERWK VWDII DQG FKLOGUHQ DW RXU
VFKRRO (YLGHQFH SURYLGHG WKURXJK D UREXVW V\VWHPRIPRQLWRULQJ DQG HYDOXDWLRQ
LQGLFDWHVLWKDVKDGDSRVLWLYHHIIHFWRQRXWFRPHVIRUDOO

1RZLQ-DQXDU\RXUVWDIIDUHDSSO\LQJRXUDSSURDFKWRPDUNLQJDQGIHHGEDFN
FRQVLVWHQWO\

:HKDYHVHHQDGHFUHDVHLQ WKHDPRXQWRIXQKHOSIXOZULWWHQWHDFKHUGLUHFWLRQVWR
VXSSRUW FKLOGUHQ¶V OHDUQLQJ DV VWDII EHFRPH PRUH DGHSW DW DSSO\LQJ WKH QHZ
PDUNLQJSURFHVV

:HQRORQJHUKDYHDVHSDUDWHµ0DUNLQJ3ROLF\¶7KHSULQFLSOHVRIRXUPDUNLQJDQG
IHHGEDFNDUHDQLQWHJUDOSDUWRIRXUDVVHVVPHQWSURFHVVHV

We love it!
Headteacher, Mr Phil Edge
enquiries@admin.newfold.wigan.sch.uk 
www.newfold.wigan.sch.uk
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Eliminating Unnecessary Workload Around Marking - A WOWS research Project 
Introduction 
The project was originally started in response to the growing problem of the 
onerous task of marking and assessment. 
Many professionals felt that the task of marking was becoming unnecessary and 
unhelpful both to the teacher and to the child, who was being inundated with 
written information that meant very little to the child. 
The key to marking had to be viewed to be meaningful, motivating and 
manageable and at the start of our project this was not the case, across a large 
number of schools.  
As  a school we decided: 
 there were no requirements for teachers to write comments in the 
children’s books unless the teacher felt it as necessary to improve
the learning of the child. This was in direct response to OFSTED 
guidelines that clearly stated there was no expectation on teachers to
produce masses of written feedback. 
 https://www.gov.uk/government/publications/school-inspection-
handbook-from-september-2015/ofsted-inspections-mythbusting
 to no longer use the symbols D or I (Discussion/Independent) as the 
children and teachers felt they were unnecessary, the work in the 
book should be evidence alone that conversations had taken place. 
 to replace the use of highlighters with the arrow symbol in the margin
as this supported the editing process. 
 we had to ensure time was given for verbal feedback relating to steps
to success, as this had not always been the practise.
 after one term, we would repeat the staff and child questionnaires to
monitor and compare results from previous feedback. 
 the pupil voice interviews have highlighted the confidence children
have in talking about their work and their targets.
 since implementing the new policies, progress in each class has 
been good to excellent and is clearly illustrated in school
assessment data. For example – From Dec to July all children in
year 6 made progress in reading, writing and maths.
 the SEN children in Year 6 seemed to have particularly thrived
after implementation of the new feedback policy with an average
of 4.25 steps of progress in writing, three steps in reading and 
three steps in mathsResearch 
We started the project by looking briefly at the practises in school. Below is a 
brief overview of the marking and assessment procedures that were in place: 
 each piece of English and Mathematical work had a Can I, which was
taken from the learning objectives and a Steps to Success sheet at the
top of the piece of work.
 additionally, teachers had to use many different colored highlighters and
symbols that were used to highlight different areas that the children
needed to work on.
 child interviews and teacher questionnaires were undertaken with
results from both cohorts clearly highlighting the fact that marking had
become unmanageable, unmotivating and not always meaningful. A
direct contrast to what marking and assessment should be.
One child stated “Why have you written a D on my work to explain 
you have discussed it with me? I know you have talked about it 
with me!”  
 the teachers’ feedback to the questionnaire suggested workload was
impacting not on just work life balance, but on the quality of lessons
being planned.
Conclusions 
Through our participation in this project St James’ Primary School have 
made successful changes to the school marking policy and embedded a 
more secure understanding of what marking means both to the staff and 
to the children. 
As results and outcomes clearly show, marking within our school is now 
more meaningful, motivating and manageable. 
Results 
A new questionnaire was sent out to staff. The results of the new 
questionnaire clearly showed an improvement to initial results: 
 all teachers felt they were spending less time on their marking (The 
average time being between 2-3 hours per week as opposed to the
15 hours per week one teacher had stated they spent on marking in
the initial questionnaire) 
 all teachers felt the assessment that had the most impact on the
children was the discussion and the over the shoulder marking
 the children themselves felt more able to talk about their own targets 
as the teacher had talked to them, explained and made them
meaningful
 as teachers did not have to write comments on the work, they were
able to spend more time creating well-planned steps to provide a 
scaffold for children to see where they needed to go next. They also 
had more time and energy to plan and gather exciting, motivating 
resources to bring their lessons to life
Method 
To start the project we needed to gage an understanding of how staff felt about 
the current practise so we decided to send out an initial questionnaires 
gathering data linked to time spent on marking and overall effectiveness of 
marking in lessons. 
After the initial questionnaires were collated we held a staff inset and discussed 
the project and the questionnaire findings.  
We also spoke to the children and got them to talk about their own opinions of 
how their work was marked and what it meant to them. 
Author: Michelle Singletary 
E-Mail m.singletary@saintjames.wigan.sch.uk
School: St James’ CE Primary School, Wigan 
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&RQFOXVLRQV

  $QRWHZRUWK\JDLQLVWKDWWHDFKHUVIHHOPRUHLQYROYHGLQ
WKHSURFHVVRIGHYHORSLQJWKHPDUNLQJSROLF\

  2XUNH\IRFXVLVWREXLOGVWDIIFRQILGHQFHLQWKHLU
PDUNLQJDQGHQVXUHWKDWZHDUHRIIHULQJVXSSRUWWR
WKRVHZKRDUHPDNLQJWKHVHQHFHVVDU\FKDQJHV
  0RYLQJIRUZDUGZHZLOOQRZH[SORUHPDUNLQJ
H[SHFWDWLRQVZLWKLQIRXQGDWLRQVXEMHFWVWRHQVXUHWKDW
WKHSULQFLSOHVRIWKLVSURMHFWDUHHPEHGGHG


,QWURGXFWLRQ

  6W3DXO¶V3ULPDU\6FKRRO:LJDQWRRNSDUWLQD
UHVHDUFKSURMHFWUHJDUGLQJXQQHFHVVDU\PDUNLQJ
ZRUNORDG
  $ORQJZLWKORFDOFOXVWHUVFKRROVZHIRFXVHGRQWKH
ZD\VLQZKLFKZHFRXOGUHGXFHPDUNLQJZRUNORDG
IRUWHDFKHUV
  7HDFKHUVIHOWWKDWWKHLUZRUNORDGZDVH[WHQGLQJ
EH\RQGW\SLFDOZRUNLQJKRXUV0DQ\WHDFKHUVIHOW
WKDWWKHLUZRUNOLIHEDODQFHZDVVXIIHULQJ
  0RVWVWDIILQGLFDWHGWKDWWRRPXFKRIWKHLUWLPHZDV
VSHQWPDUNLQJFRUUHFWLQJSXSLOV¶DQGWKLVZDV
EHJLQQLQJWRLPSDFWRQOHVVRQTXDOLW\
  ,QVRPHFDVHV³PDUNLQJIRUPDUNLQJ¶VVDNH´ZDV
EHLQJGRQH
5HGXFLQJ0DUNLQJ:RUNORDG

(OLPLQDWLQJ8QQHFHVVDU\:RUNORDG$URXQG0DUNLQJ
0HWKRG

  0DUNLQJZRUNORDGZDVGLVFXVVHGDWDVWDII
PHHWLQJIROORZHGE\FRPSOHWLRQRIDQDQRQ\PRXV
ZRUNORDGTXHVWLRQQDLUH7KHUHVXOWVIURPWKH
PHHWLQJGLIIHUHGIURPUHVSRQVHVWRWKH
TXHVWLRQQDLUHDQGLQGLFDWHGWKDWFKDQJHVQHHGHG
WREHPDGH
  .H\SULQFLSOHVZHUHGLVFXVVHGZLWKUHIHUHQFHWR
FODULW\RISXUSRVHDQGVXVWDLQDELOLW\RIWKHFXUUHQW
SUDFWLFH
  &RQFHUQVZHUHDGGUHVVHGDQGFKDQJHVZHUH
PDGHWRWKHPDUNLQJSROLF\WRUHIOHFWWKHFXUUHQW
PHWKRGVWKDWDUHQRZXVHGLQVFKRRO
5HVXOWV
  $QDFNQRZOHGJHPHQWWKDWGHHSPDUNLQJLVEDVHGRQTXDOLW\127TXDQWLW\

  0RUHIRFXVLVSODFHGRQVHOIDQGSHHUDVVHVVPHQWZLWKLQFUHDVHGVWDIIFRQILGHQFHLQDSSO\LQJWKLVDSSURDFK
  7KHLPSRUWDQFHRIYHUEDOIHHGEDFNKDVEHHQFOHDUO\FRPPXQLFDWHGDQGLVQRWHGE\PDUNLQJFKLOGUHQ¶VZRUN
ZLWK9)ZKHQUHTXLUHG
  0DUNLQJV\PEROVKDYHEHHQLQWURGXFHGDQGGLVSOD\HGRQZDOOVWROHVVHQOHQJWK\FRPPHQWVDQGDNH\WR
XQGHUVWDQGLQJPDUNLQJLVGLVSOD\HGFODVVHVIRUFKLOGUHQWRFKHFN

  7HDFKLQJDVVLVWDQWVKDYHEHHQWUDLQHGWREHLQYROYHGLQDVVHVVPHQWZLWKLQFODVV

  7KHLPSDFWRIWKHFKDQJHVEDVHGRQVWDIIIHHGEDFNLVSRVLWLYHEXWZLWKUHFRJQLWLRQWKDWZHDUHVWLOO
GHYHORSLQJRXUDSSURDFK

  7KHUHGXFWLRQWHDFKHUZRUNORDGKDVQRWPDGHDQHJDWLYHLPSDFWRQFKLOGUHQ¶VSURJUHVV

  7KHSURMHFWLVE\QRPHDQVILQLVKHGIRURXUVFKRRODQGZHZDQWWRXVHWKLVDVDVWDUWLQJSRLQWIRU
GHYHORSPHQW
6W3DXO¶V&(3ULPDU\6FKRRO
+HDGWHDFKHU±$OLVRQ-DFNVRQ

.DWKHULQH)OHWFKHU
NIOHWFKHU#VWSDXOVZLJDQRUJXN
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Reduce	marking	–	increase	impact!	
Introduction	
	
The	 impetus	 for	 the	 project	 was	 The	 Independent	
Teacher	Workload	Review	Group	Report,	Eliminating	
Unnecessary	Workload	Around	Marking.	 This	 report	
challenged	 many	 of	 the	 assumptions	 held	 about	
marking.		
	
Prior	 to	the	project	writing	was	marked	extensively.	
Teacher	comments	focused	on	the	learning	objective	
often	with	a	supplementary	question.	The	questions	
and	prompts	were	written	in	terms	of	next	steps	and	
designed	 to	 ‘move	 the	 learning	on’.	 	 Children	were	
given	time	to	reflect	on	the	teacher’s	comment	and	
respond	in	writing	if	appropriate.	
	
	
	
	
	
Method	
	
Participants	
The	project	was	completed	at	Westfield	Community	School	by	pupils	
and	staff	in	years	1,3,4	and	5.	Westfield	is	a	two-form	primary	school.	A	
total	of	240	pupils	participated	in	the	project.	Classes	are	mixed	ability	
and	mixed	gender	groups.	Eight	class	teachers	participated	in	the	
project.	
	
Procedure	
The	project	was	designed	to	include	a	pre-	and	post	project	pupil	and	
teacher	survey.	The	survey	was	used	to	assess	the	impact	of	the	project	
on	teacher	workload	and	writing	standards.		
• An	exemplar	model	of	the	desired	writing	outcome	would	be	
shared	with	the	pupils.	Specific	criteria	for	the	writing	were	
established.	
• A	whole	school	self-assessment	key	was	established.		
• All	pupils	self-assessed	against	the	criteria.		In	KS2	the	pupils	
identified	the	elements	required	in	the	text	and	used	the	key	
in	the	margin	to	highlight	were	the	criteria	had	been	applied.	
The	teacher	checked	the	pupils’	self-assessment	and	would	
use	‘two	ticks’	to	acknowledge	correct	usage.	
• In	KS1	the	pupils	ticked	against	criteria	and	the	teacher	
checked	this.	Pupils	then	self-assessed	against	3	‘Can	I’	boxes.	
• Making	an	overall	comment	was	left	to	the	discretion	of	the	
teacher.		
• The	members	of	the	senior	leadership	team	monitored	
quality	through	work	scrutinies.	
	
	
Materials	
Teaching	staff	collaborated	to	produce	a	code	for	self-assessment	of	
grammar	and	punctuation	writing.	The	code	was	used	when	the	
teachers	felt	it	was	appropriate.	
A	teacher	survey	to	determine	time	and	impact	of	marking	on	writing,	
consisting	of	three	questions.	
A	Pupil	survey	related	to	self-assessment,	consisting	of	four	questions.	
	
Results	
Time	spent	marking	writing	prior	to	and	post	project	
reduced	on	average	by:	
	
The	requirement	for	the	teacher	to	write	extended	
comments	significantly	reduced.		A	Year	5	teacher	
commented:	
“It	drastically	reduced	marking	time	and	highlighted	
the	children’s	understanding	of	grammatical	terms.”	
Pupils	were	actively	involved	in	the	learning	process	
via	a	formal	self-assessment	system.	(Responses	to	
the	pupil	survey	confirmed	more	students	checked	
their	work	post-intervention).	
	
Conclusion	
Through	participating	in	this	project	the	marking	of	
extended	writing	was	made	more	meaningful,	
manageable	and	motivating.	
		üü	
Research	design	
	
The	project	was	trialled	in	Years	1,3,4	&	5.	By	
introducing	a	key	system	to	be	used	for	self-assessment	
it	was	hoped	that	time	spent	marking	time	would	be	
reduced	alongside	maintaining	or	possibly	improved	
outcomes.	
	
Author:	Tim	Sherriff		
Headteacher:	Westfield	Community	School,	Wigan.	
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   Worsley Mesnes Community Primary School    
Eliminating Unnecessary Workload Around Marking All staff at Worsley Mesnes Community Primary School with colleagues in schools from the WOWS consortium. 
The eliminating unnecessary workload around marking project is a WOWS 
consortium initiative which was proposed at the 2016 Consortium 
Conference and was researched and developed in the 17 schools. 
This is the Worsley Mesnes journey. 
Everybody was included through consultation and 
conversation – Children, Parents, Governors and Staff. 
The expectations were set! 
The New Approach – how practice has changed 
x Reiteration of the school’s approach to written feedback– 
value all types of feedback- Verbal feedback and response 
encouraged - child /adult  child/child. 
x Redesign of the codes for written feedback involving all 
staff and children to ensure a consistent approach 
appropriate to the ages of the children.  
x Update of the Assessment Policy to clarify that marking is 
one of a number of ways to feedback with examples.  
x An explicit link to the Growth Mindset strategies adopted 
throughout school.  
Improved Feedback Strategies Inset 
x Within lesson marking - Over the shoulder/ Total Pupil 
involvement – Self marking and pupil voice 
x Timely and opportune comments to individuals or groups to 
reinforce or extend learning  
x Mini-plenaries / on-going sharing of good practice  
x Group Feedback to cascade to others – strengths and 
development points 
x Assessment for learning – Feedback explicitly planned for in 
daily/ weekly planning   
x Use of consistent school marking codes 
x Quality questioning  which addresses misconceptions 
immediately 
x Peer work  and written comments 
x Emergency Targets to address previous year targets 
x Daily/ weekly planning highlights feedback opportunities in 
learning 
Results 
x Monitoring - Effective feedback evidenced by the response and progress in children’s 
learning – in book scrutiny/ lesson observations/ children interviews.  
x Internal Data indicates increase in children working at age related expectation and 
above in writing in all year groups. 
x Increased staff clarity about “Eliminating unnecessary workload around marking” 
findings and E.E.F. “Quality of feedback” research.  
Teacher Questionnaire - Has this initiative made a difference to workload? 
No difference                  Enormous  
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 
0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 57% 14% 29% 
x Development of consistency in marking throughout school that is age appropriate. 
x Building a clear and explicit link between the school existing assessments for learning, 
on-going planning that is reactive and the feedback given in lessons through verbal and 
written response. 
x A  portfolio of quality examples collected where effective feedback has improved 
children’s work (be it verbal, peer, written, target cards, etc.). 
x Use of staff groups to develop and celebrate approaches to feedback. 
x The School’s coaching expertise focussed on workload. 
 
Teachers and Children say how the marking initiative changed feedback 
 
More focussed verbal feedback having immediate impact to move children on. 
Quicker response evidenced by immediate changes during the learning. 
Development of scaffolded peer responses. 
 
Teachers say how the marking initiative has changed their practice 
 
Some work marked during lesson as part of the learning process. 
No requirement to add written comment unless it adds value. 
Mark books quicker and more effectively so marking workload reduced. 
What we did. 
Before the project there was awareness and attempts to reduce 
unnecessary workload. 
When the project began this was delivered with a more strategic and 
coordinated approach. 
 
An initial Inset  encouraged staff ownership of the initiative   
Why is marking in our school the way it is? 
How do we want it to be? 
 
Principles underpinning the new model.  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
The challenge – initially that written feedback could be less prevalent and 
progress would remain at least at the standard of previous learning. 
 
Moving forward the improvement in the quality of all feedback – e.g. verbal, 
peer, written etc. will lead to improved progress and mastery and greater 
depth throughout the learning in school.                              
                                                                                                 REDUCE  
                                                                                                 TEACHER  
                                                                                                 WORKLOAD 
 
MARKING                         IMPROVED FEEDBACK 
                                                                                               GROW 
                                                                                               THE IMPACT 
                                                                                               FOR CHILDREN                                                                                                                 
Conclusions 
The concerns about teachers’ workload were the starting point. 
 
The removal of the need for extensive written marking is creating a valuable conversation 
with research and development in school, leading to increased confidence amongst staff.  
 
This has become a catalyst for more effective feedback that is supporting teachers’ 
workload concerns as well as driving improvement in standards across the curriculum.  
 
Take away the “guilt” 
about marking 
“Permission” given 
to minimise the 
written marking but 
not to lose the quality 
of feedback  
 
Reduce the workload      
Maintain the standard  
 Improve the standard! 
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 Planning 
Three research projects investigated approaches to planning. These approaches 
included collaborative planning, shared planning and making use of specialist teachers or 
Specialist Leaders of Education to plan a series of lessons in a specific subject area. 
How can we develop appropriate 
planning to increase confidence in 
teaching and reduce workload? 
Driver 
x Art subject lead had produced planning for each 
year group. We noticed it had a quick impact on 
teacher confidence - this was reported by the 
Teachers. 
x We wondered if this model could be replicated 
in other subjects to reduce teacher workload. 
x We would consider what light this would shed 
on the role of the subject leader. 
x We considered if this model would reduce work-
load and have a positive effect on teacher mo-
rale. 
x We designed a survey to find out which sub-
jects this would work most effectively for. We 
asked how confident teachers felt planning for 
excellence in different subjects. 
x During this time the Science and Technology 
lead started to develop planning grids for the 
subjects that followed a similar model to the art 
– there was a set structure of lessons that 
would make planning easier as it always fol-
lowed the same process. These were shared 
and critiqued by the team. 
x The survey showed that Science DT and partic-
ularly Computing were the subjects staff were 
less confident with. 
x We developed our research questions and 
started to produce planning for the three sub-
jects.  We produced specialist planning working 
alongside teachers to implement. 
x The team continue to plan for their subjects 
refining planning. 
x In doing so we continue to follow a research 
testing cycle revisiting it a number of times. 
x Following our findings, we have teased out key 
recommendations for colleagues when imple-
menting this project. 
x Results showed plans were hav-
ing an impact on teacher confi-
dence mostly but also on work-
load. 
x The role of the subject leader was 
key – teachers talked about the 
value of having the “specialist” to 
support the adaptation of the 
plans. Especially where teachers 
were less experienced or less con-
fident in that subject. 
x Survey designed to find out which subjects this would 
work most effectively for. We asked how confident 
teachers felt planning for excellence in different sub-
jects. 
x Planning grids developed  for the subjects that fol-
lowed a similar model to the art – there was a set 
structure of lessons that would make planning easier 
as it always followed the same process. These were 
shared and critiqued by the team. 
x The survey showed that Science DT and particularly 
Computing were the subjects staff were less confident 
with. 
x We developed our research questions and started to 
produce planning for the three subjects.  We pro-
duced specialist planning working alongside teachers 
to implement. 
Key recommendations 
Teacher confidence 
x Subject leaders need to know which staff 
will require additional support and target 
them through the year. 
Reduced workload 
x Developing this approach requires signifi-
cant time investment at the beginning of the 
project, to ensure planning is right. 
x The role of the subject leader is key in sup-
porting the right staff at the right time. 
Role of the subject leader 
x Critical that the subject leader has a clear 
timeline of rolling out the planning and sup-
port teaching staff. 
Effective planning 
x Develop teams of specialists, within and 
across schools, to produce subject specific 
planning or adapt planning developed by 
this project. 
Good Practise Guide 
x Ensure your staff know the plans may need adapting; they 
are not always “off the shelf” they cover the key skills that 
can be adapted to meet the needs and topic of a class. 
x The role of the subject leader is key.  The “Job specifica-
tion” clearly lays out the ways a leader can support teach-
ers especially where they are less experienced or confi-
dent.  
x Collaborative working of a team of senior and subject lead-
ers across a group of schools, improves approaches to cur-
riculum planning. This is key to the sustainability of this 
approach. 
x Selecting the most critical subject areas first will enable 
resources to be used most effectively. 
5('8&,1*7($&+(56
811(&(66$5<:25./2$'
7+(3520,6(2)&2//$%25$7,9(3/$11,1*
,QWURGXFWLRQDQGUDWLRQDOH
7KHDLPRIWKLVUHVHDUFKZDVWRLQYHVWLJDWHKRZ
&ROODERUDWLYH3ODQQLQJ<HDU*URXS1HWZRUNV
PD\KHOSWRLPSURYHWKHTXDOLW\RISODQQLQJDQG
UHGXFHWHDFKHUV¶XQQHFHVVDU\ZRUNORDG7KH
SURMHFWKDGSXUSRVHV
 7RLQYHVWLJDWHZKHWKHUDQGKRZH[LVWLQJ
\HDUJURXSQHWZRUNVZLWKLQ7UDQVIRUPPD\
EHXVHGDVDSODWIRUPWRKHOSWHDFKHUVSODQ
FROODERUDWLYHO\
 7RDVVHVVWHDFKHUV¶SODQQLQJH[SHULHQFHRI
ZRUNLQJLQ\HDUJURXSQHWZRUNVDQGLWV
SHUFHLYHGLPSDFWRQTXDOLW\RIWHDFKLQJ
 7RLGHQWLI\ZKHWKHUDQGKRZVXFK
FROODERUDWLYHSODQQLQJKDVHQDEOHGWHDFKHUV
WRPDQDJHWKHLUZRUNORDGDURXQGSODQQLQJ
DQGUHVRXUFHVPRUHHIIHFWLYHO\
5HYLHZJURXSUHFRPPHQGDWLRQV
2XUUHVHDUFKXVHGUHFRPPHQGDWLRQVIURPµ(OLPLQDWLQJ
XQQHFHVVDU\ZRUNORDGDURXQGSODQQLQJDQGWHDFKLQJ
UHVRXUFHV¶
6/76+28/'
 HQVXUHWKDWWKHKLJKHVWTXDOLW\UHVRXUFHVDUH
DYDLODEOHYDOXLQJSURIHVVLRQDOO\SURGXFHGUHVRXUFHV
DVPXFKDVWKRVHFUHDWHGLQKRXVH
 FRQVLGHUDJJUHJDWLQJ33$LQWRXQLWVRIWLPHZKLFK
DOORZIRUVXEVWDQWLDOSODQQLQJ
7($&+(566+28/'
 (QJDJHLQFROODERUDWLYHSODQQLQJWRGHYHORSVNLOOV
DQGNQRZOHGJHWRVKDUHWKHLUH[SHUWLVHDQGWR
EHQHILWIURPWKHH[SHUWLVHRIWKHLUSHHUV
 &RQVLGHUWKHXVHRIH[WHUQDOO\SURGXFHGDQGTXDOLW\
DVVXUHGUHVRXUFHV
$SSURDFKHVWRUHGXFLQJZRUNORDG
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INTRODUCTION METHOD
RESEARCH
RESULTS
CONCLUSION & RECOMMENDATIONS
WHITLEY BAY
HIGH SCHOOL:
Whitley Bay High School and associated research partners, have set out to 
explore the research quesƟ on ‘To what extent and in what ways do shared 
planning pracƟ ces reduce teacher workload?’ 
Shared planning is:
Delegated planning that is carried out by groups, taking into account the 
context of a scheme of work/syllabus. Planning is stored and shared digitally 
and made available to all relevant teachers.
Shared planning should:
Involve equal accountability from all contributors, achieve an 
agreed teaching and learning quality and maintain or improve 
student outcomes whilst saving teachers’ Ɵ me
Our aims were:
To invesƟ gate Ɵ me teachers spend planning
Explore strategies to ensure high standards of planning and 
teaching and learning are maintained, whilst reducing unnecessary 
workload
     To facilitate, in project teams, the development of initaƟ ves intended to reduce 
workload
     IdenƟ fy pedagogical ways the projects have been successful
     Create a set of specifi c recommendaƟ ons on how planning Ɵ me can be reduced 
without impacƟ ng on the quality of student learning
Our baseline data showed that Ɵ me spent by teachers on planning varies 
depending on experience and stage in career, but overall outweighs Ɵ me spent on 
marking, within our school’s and our collaboraƟ ng schools’ context:
     The data we collected show that the most planning is completed by teachers with 3 – 5 
years experience
     The least planning is completed by teachers in the UPS3 category
     On average a teacher spends nearly 38 minutes planning each one hour lesson
     Teachers do the majority of their planning on a Sunday and Monday, with day-to-day 
planning declining in allocated Ɵ me as the week progresses
     For a teacher in the fi rst three years of their career, 602 minutes per 
week are spent on planning (10+ hours), equaƟ ng to a daily average of 86 
minutes
     The diﬀ erence between Ɵ me spent planning and Ɵ me spent marking 
increases as the Key Stage progresses, with planning Ɵ me at KS5 almost 
twice as high as marking Ɵ me 
     Time spent on research and revision of subject knowledge increases at A 
Level which is parƟ cularly relevant in relaƟ on to the burden of learning new 
and more challenging subject knowledge for new curriculums
A hybrid research design, involving the use of both qualitaƟ ve and quanƟ taƟ ve data 
collecƟ on and analysis methods, was employed aŌ er a ‘situaƟ onal’ stance had been 
adopted. As Rossman and Wilson (1985) explain, this perspecƟ ve recognises the value 
of approaches associated with either two of the research paradigms and allows for their 
use in diﬀ erent situaƟ ons within the same inquiry. In this study, so as to saƟ sfy separate 
research aims, quanƟ taƟ ve methods were employed to facilitate measurement, whilst 
qualitaƟ ve methods allowed open-ended exploraƟ on of the parƟ cular circumstances of 
individual and groups of teachers. In terms of data collecƟ on tools, the study 
incorporated the use of such well established methods as parƟ cipant diaries, 
quesƟ onnaires and focus groups pertaining to the iniƟ al diary analysis.  
MATERIALS
Three schools were involved in the iniƟ al gathering of baseline data (via a 
‘planning diary’) pertaining to the amount of Ɵ me staﬀ  spent planning: 
Whitley Bay High School, South Wellfi eld Middle School and Spring Gardens 
Primary School, all in North Tyneside. Follow up research was carried out 
with respondents in Whitley Bay High School through work/life balance 
surveys, post-project quesƟ onnaires exploring any eﬀ ects of the shared planning 
iniƟ aƟ ves, and focus groups of staﬀ  from ‘informaƟ on-rich’ cases. 
Whitley Bay High School designed the quesƟ onnaires that were used 
throughout the project, with external input from our research consultant, and 
the Centre of EvaluaƟ on and Monitoring (CEM) at the University of Durham. 
Further resources were created to assist departments with a planning audit. 
     Set Ɵ me aside for shared planning
     Divide the work in such a way as to exploit teachers’ specialisms
     Agree from the outset on the fundamentals, whilst remaining fl exible to 
individual predisposiƟ ons
     Encourage conƟ nuity and progression in the students’ experiences
     Be prepared to make signifi cant investment of Ɵ me in the early stages
     Build on the exisƟ ng team spirit within subject departments
     Make sure that everyone is on board
     Accept that shared planned is no panacea
     Ensure that the ICT infrastructure can support the demands that will be 
made of it
     Make provision for staﬀ  in one-person departments to plan with colleagues 
elsewhere
Further research may want to explore the opƟ ons for smaller or ‘one person’ 
departments and to extend the analysis of outcomes over a full year.
96%
said the project encouraged departmental teamwork
94.5%
said the project improved the quality of planning
PARTICIPANTS
PROCEDURE
Element of AcƟ on Research Evidence of Element within Study
Work is commissioned School secured funding from the NCTL to 
conduct research aŌ er a successful bid
Recruited external researchers are               
associated with academic insƟ tuƟ ons
Externals have strong links with universiƟ es 
of Durham and Northumbria
Study examines a specifi c problem within 
the organisaƟ on
Problem was that of teacher workload, 
especially in relaƟ on to planning and the 
preparaƟ on of resources
A soluƟ on is formulated and implemented Overall soluƟ on was shared planning;       
subject teams developed and put into 
pracƟ ce their own forms of shared planning
The strategy adopted is evaluated for              
eﬀ ecƟ veness
Analysis was conducted by one of the external 
specialists and formed the subject of an iniƟ al 
8,000-word report for the Senior Leadership Team
New organisaƟ onal policies are put into       
eﬀ ect on the basis of what has been learnt
New pracƟ ce becomes departmental policy and 
is shared in training with the whole staﬀ  within 
school and across the North East at a variety of 
conferences.
84.5% 
said the project 
saved planning time
602 minut
es 
per wee
k are s
pent
on plan
ning by
 less
experie
nced
 teache
rs
38 minutes
on average spent planning each one hour lesson
Those wishing to fi nd out about the research in more detail may wish to aƩ end:
Whitley Bay High School’s one-day conference 
‘Reducing Teacher Workload Whilst Planning Outstanding Lessons’ 
on Friday 17th November 2017. 
Further details available from sharon.armstrong@whitleybayhighschool.org
To what extent and in what ways do shared 
planning practices reduce teacher workload?
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 Data management 
Four research projects investigated approaches to the collection and use of data in 
schools. These approaches included the use of bespoke or ‘off the shelf’ educational 
technology solutions and the development of data strategies involving all staff, such as 
developing key performance indicators for different year groups. 
  
Reducing Teacher Workload: Data Use Research Project 
How do teachers and leaders perceive the data management element of their role?  How can teacher workload be improved without negatively 
impacting upon pupil outcomes? 
 
Ben White, Tanya Barwick, Esther Cook, Lesley Donald, Sarah 
Forde, Stephen King.  
Research Consultants: Ruth Dann, Sam Sims 
Introduction 
‘No-one sets out to create burdensome 
data management systems. Decisions 
about the purpose and process for data 
management…are made to respond to 
real and perceived demands, many of 
which are positive and necessary. Yet 
the unintended consequences of these 
decisions often cause unnecessary 
workload for teachers and school 
leaders.’ (Workload Challenge, 2015) 
This research project sought to 
examine the relationship between data 
management processes and teacher 
and leader workload.  
Method 
 
Participants: 
                      
 
 
 
 
Procedure 
 
 
Contact email: b.white@highworth.kent.sch.uk 
 
School practice in relation to tasks and frequency varied considerably in this area. Future research which 
seeks to explore the relationship between pupil attainment and variations in data management practices.  
 
Results 
1. Data management punched above its weight in relation to 
workload – i.e. lower time demands but higher impact upon how 
teachers perceive their jobs. Some expressed worry relating to 
data use and the culture around it.  
 
From when I first started as an NQT to where I am now, the angst 
around data has become phenomenal. That’s how I feel - it has just 
become really phenomenal. (Teacher, Secondary School) 
 
2.Data management was spoken of positively where  
- It gave teachers insight into their classes 
- Teachers had been involved in designing the recording and 
assessment system 
- Support was provided in providing data analyses to teachers.  
 
Without collecting that data and analysing it in the way that I did 
those girls maybe would have slipped through the net. (Middle 
leader, primary school) 
 
3 .Data management demands were seen as unhelpful where 
- Frequency of demands limited capacity to respond to 
the data.  
- Data demands prevented staff from carrying our other 
work.  
- Data demands related to evidencing rather than 
enacting good practice.  
 
‘I could be supporting teaching and learning but instead I am…..not 
looking at what makes teaches better but I’m trying to draw a graph 
to prove that we’re a good school.’ (Senior Leader, Primary 
School)  
 
Research design 
 
This collaborative research project 
explored teacher workload issues 
relating to data management across the 
Kent and Medway Teaching Schools’ 
Network. The process was supported 
by NCTL and our university partner, 
University College London (UCL).  
The research process included a 
questionnaire (questions available on 
request) and follow-up interviews. 
These were designed to gain insight 
into data related workload in order to 
help to identify specific 
recommendations in relation to the data 
management aspect of the workload 
challenge.  
Materials: The questionnaire and 
interview schedule are available as 
appendices in the main report. Digital 
copies are also available on request.  
 
Conclusions: 
 
Expanded version is available in the full report. In short, the teacher 
research team would recommend REAL data use.   
 
- Reduce: Where possible reduce data demands. Designated data 
managers and reduced reporting frequency can help. Aim to free 
up teachers to respond to rather than merely process the data.  
- Evaluate: Ensure that the workload implications of data 
management processes are considered in relation to their impact 
on pupil attainment.  
- Analyse Appropriately: Support staff in developing appropriate 
statistical literacy, Are they aware of inherent limitations of the data 
produced in your school.  
- Listen: Is there a gap between official practice and teacher 
perception. If so do staff need further training or can the system be 
improved? 
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Secondary
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school
Kafilat Agboola, Mary King 
Hatcham College, Haberdashers’ Aske’s Federation 
 
Dr. Tom Perry, Megan Bradbury 
Centre for the  Use of Research and Evidence in Education 
(CUREE)  
Research Design 
Procedure 
Needs analysis, problem identification & baseline data 
collection (through interviews & informal conversa-
tions) 
Identifying more/less educationally valuable practices 
(through a student survey) 
Policy & process review (through mapping of data 
management processes at KS5) 
Training and development (through a skills share 
workshop)  
IT solutions to improve data management systems 
(including Turnitin trial; ongoing area of development) 
Materials 
Staff and student surveys and a staff interview sched-
ule, designed by CUREE, to capture staff and student 
perspectives on data workload 
Process maps for assessment and quality of teaching 
data management 
A tool for KS5 to track time spent on tasks associated 
with data management 
Participants 
Staff including HoY, data managers and form tutors 
were interviewed by CUREE during Aug-Sept 2017 
KS5 students at Hatcham College took part in an elec-
tronic baseline survey in Sept 2017 
HoDs and KS5 leads took part in a skills sharing work-
shop in Nov 2017 
KS5 staff tracked the time spent on data management 
tasks in Jan 2018 
Year 12 classes took part in a trial of Turnitin software 
Key Findings 
Needs analysis, problem identification & baseline data collection  
Staff in interviews reported a lack of confidence, familiarity and efficiency 
with the programmes used to process attainment data. There were a num-
ber of issues raised around data usage, including the time-consuming na-
ture of analysing and communicating data collected. 
Identifying more/less educationally valuable practices  
In the baseline survey, students identified the most frequently used and 
most useful school information channel as being their daily tutor time. 35% 
said they knew where to get information about their grades if they needed 
it; 50% knew where to get information about their attendance. 
Policy & process review  
Staff identified the intervention process as more time-consuming than data 
entry itself, and the importance of the process giving time for them to de-
cide on the most important and valuable intervention approaches. 
Training and development 
Staff raised the importance of having a unified approach to tracking data 
across the different subjects. Members of staff with expertise in data collec-
tion software were identified to act as ‘buddies’ for other teachers. 
IT solutions to improve data management systems  
Ongoing approach to be assessed at the end of March. 
Recommendations 
Middle leaders should be encouraged to delegate administrative tasks to 
admin teams 
Staff across departments should be involved in discussions what data is most 
useful to them and how it can be most usefully tracked 
Schools should provide the necessary training to middle leaders for effective 
and efficient data management e.g. in Excel 
Schools need to ensure that adequate time is allocated to skills-sharing and 
discussion about how to track and use data more effectively and efficiently 
There is a need to assess the impact of technological solutions, and to choose 
carefully those which will best meet the needs of the staff 
 
Workload Challenge 
KS5 Data 
Introduction 
The Hatcham College Workload Challenge project is focused on data management for post-16 students, through exploring the existing  beliefs and expectations of different stakeholders (students, parents, teachers and school leaders) around the col-
lection, sharing and analysis of data to support student learning. In doing so, Hatcham College are investigating inefficiencies in the creation, input, analysis, sharing and communication of student assessment and progress data; evaluating the current 
workload demands linked to these activities; and exploring how workload can be reduced and better redeployed, whilst meeting the needs of all stakeholders, and maintaining and improving student outcomes. 
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SODQDWWKHVHFRQGIRFXVJURXS
DERXWZKDWWKH\ZRXOGµVWRS
VWDUWFRQWLQXHGRLQJ¶LQUHODWLRQ
WRGDWD




5HVXOWV

$QDO\VLVRIWKHTXHVWLRQQDLUHGDWDFRQILUPHG
WZRRIWKHNH\ILQGLQJVIURPWKH5HYLHZ*URXS
±WKHUHZDVDODFNRIFODULW\DURXQGWKH
SXUSRVHRIGDWDFROOHFWLRQDQGDSSURDFKHV
WDNHQWRGDWDFROOHFWLRQDQGDQDO\VLVFDQ
LPSDFWQHJDWLYHO\RQWHDFKHUZRUNORDG(J
4,QZKDWZD\VGRHVGDWDLPSDFWRQ\RXU
ZRUNORDG"
µ,WLVP\ZRUNORDG±DORQJZLWKPDUNLQJ¶
µ,WSXWVDQHQRUPRXVDPRXQWRIVWUHVVWRJHW
GDWDFROOHFWHGDQGWRPDNHVXUHWKDWWKHGDWD
GRHVQ¶WUHYHDODQ\LQDGHTXDFLHVLQP\
WHDFKLQJ¶
7KHLQWHUGLVFLSOLQDU\HYHQWUHYHDOHGVRPH
VLPLODULWLHVDQGPDQ\GLIIHUHQFHVEHWZHHQWKH
DSSURDFKHVWDNHQLQWHDFKLQJDQGPHGLFLQH
7KHVHLQFOXGHG±

x %RWKIHHGWKHEHDVW
x %RWKFROOHFWGDWDZLWKWKHLQWHQWLRQRI
XVLQJLW
x &OLQLFLDQVKDYHPRUHFRQWURORYHU
ZKDWWKH\DUHWUDFNLQJDQGZK\
x &OLQLFLDQVDUHQRWMXGJHGRQUHVXOWV
\HDURQ\HDUDVLQWHDFKLQJPRUH
URRPLQFOLQLFLDQV¶XVHRIGDWDIRU
QDWXUDOIOXFWXDWLRQV
7KHSDUWLFLSDQWWHDFKHUV¶LQGLYLGXDODFWLRQ
SODQVIURPWKHVHFRQGIRFXVJURXSZHUHXVHG
WRGLVVHPLQDWHWKHLUILQGLQJVLQWKHLUVFKRROV
7KHLULGHQWLILHGµLPPHGLDWHQH[WVWHSV¶LQFOXGHG
±
x ‘$VNIRUDGGLWLRQDOWUDLQLQJLQWKH
LQWHUSUHWDWLRQRIGDWD¶
x µ/RRNDWPRUHORQJLWXGLQDOGDWD¶
x µ5HLQVWDWHWKHQHHGWRWDONDERXW
FODVVGDWD¶
x µ$VN/HDGHUVKLS7HDPDERXWZK\ZH
FROOHFWGDWD¶ 

5HVHDUFKGHVLJQ

2XUIRXUVWDJHUHVHDUFKGHVLJQZDVXQGHUSLQQHGE\WKHSULQFLSOHVRIFKDQJHPDQDJHPHQW
PRGHOV7KHSULPDU\JRDOZDVIRUWKHSDUWLFLSDQWWHDFKHUVWRLGHQWLI\ZKDWWKH\ZRXOG
µVWRSVWDUWFRQWLQXHGRLQJ¶LQUHODWLRQWRGDWD





















6WDJH5HVHDUFKGHVLJQ










&RQFOXVLRQV

7KHSURMHFWZDVYHU\HIIHFWLYHLQWHUPVRI
KLJKOLJKWLQJFXUUHQWSUDFWLFHDQGVXJJHVWLQJ
DOWHUQDWLYHDSSURDFKHVDQGZD\VRIWKLQNLQJLQ
UHODWLRQWRGDWD7KHPHWKRGDQGILQGLQJVKDYH
EHHQVKDUHGZLGHO\ERWKZLWKLQWKH76$DQG
DFURVVWKHUHJLRQDWFRQIHUHQFHV$OWKRXJKLWLV
XQOLNHO\WKDWRWKHUVFKRROVZRXOGEHDEOHWR
UHSOLFDWHWKHLQWHUGLVFLSOLQDU\QDWXUHRIWKH
UHVHDUFKGHVLJQLWKDVVKRZQKRZLPSRUWDQWLW
LVWRKDYHRSHQDQGKRQHVWFRQYHUVDWLRQV
DURXQGWKHSXUSRVHRIGDWDFROOHFWLRQLQ
VFKRROV7KHFKDQJHPDQDJHPHQWPRGHO
µVWRSVWDUWFRQWLQXHGRLQJ¶FRXOGEHXVHGDV
DVWDUWLQJSRLQWIRUDQ\VFKRROZLVKLQJWR
DQDO\VHWKHLUFXUUHQWSUDFWLFH
7KHWHDFKHUVDQGWKHFOLQLFLDQVUHDOO\YDOXHG
WKHRSSRUWXQLW\WROHDUQZLWKIURPDQGDERXW
HDFKRWKHU8VHIXOOLQNVKDYHQRZEHHQIRUJHG
DQGWKHUHLVYHU\PXFKDVKDUHGDSSHWLWHIRU
VHHNLQJRXWIXWXUHLQWHUGLVFLSOLQDU\UHVHDUFK
FROODERUDWLRQV

6WDJH,GHQWLI\WHDFKHUSDUWLFLSDQWV
6WDJH)RFXVJURXSZLWKWHDFKHUSDUWLFLSDQWV
6WDJH,QWHUGLVFLSOLQDU\HYHQWZLWKWHDFKHUSDUWLFLSDQWV
DQGFOLQLFLDQV
6WDJH)RFXVJURXSZLWKWHDFKHUSDUWLFLSDQWVDQG
FUHDWLRQRIDFWLRQSODQV
 
 'I(:RUNORDG&KDOOHQJH5HVHDUFK
'DWDDQG$VVHVVPHQW,QFUHDVLQJFODULW\UHGXFLQJZRUNORDG

-DQLQH$VKPDQ6W3HWHU¶V&KXUFKRI(QJODQG3ULPDU\6FKRRO
3URIHVVRU*RUGRQ6WREEDUW8&/,QVLWXXWHRI(GXFDWLRQ
3DUWLFLSDQW6FKRROV+LJK'RZQ,QIDQWV+LJKGRZQ-XQLRUV*RUGDQR6HFRQGDU\3RUWLVKHDG
3ULPDU\6W0DU\¶V&RI(3ULPDU\
,QWURGXFWLRQ
2XUUHVHDUFKSURMHFWIRFXVHGRQLQYHVWLJDWLQJLIFUHDWLQJDFRPPRQ
VFKRROEDVHGVXPPDWLYHDVVHVVPHQWDQGGDWDPDQDJHPHQWV\VWHP
DFURVVDUHFHQWO\IRUPHG0XOWL$FDGHP\7UXVWWKH/LJKWKRXVH
6FKRROV3DUWQHUVKLS/63ZRXOGUHGXFHWHDFKHUZRUNORDG
'DWDDQGDVVHVVPHQWLVDQDUHDWKDWPDQ\WHDFKHUVLGHQWLI\DV
WDNLQJXSDVXEVWDQWLDODPRXQWRIWKHLUWLPH±RIUHVSRQGHQWVWR
WKH'I(:RUNORDG&KDOOHQJHFRQVXOWDWLRQLGHQWLILHGWKLVDVDQ
DUHDWKDWFDXVHGXQQHFHVVDU\ZRUNORDG$ODFNRIFODULW\DURXQGWKH
SXUSRVHRIFROOHFWLQJGDWDZDVLGHQWLILHGDVWKHFDXVHRIWKLV
DORQJVLGHWKHSURFHVVRIFROOHFWLQJWKHGDWDEHLQJVHHQDVLQHIILFLHQW
ZLWKGXSOLFDWLRQVHHQDVDFRPPRQSUREOHP  
0HWKRG

3DUWLFLSDQWV
x WHDFKHUVWRRNSDUWLQLQWKHLQLWLDORQOLQH
VXUYH\WRJDLQDQXQGHUVWDQGLQJRIWHDFKHU
DWWLWXWXGHVDQGZRUNORDGDURXQGVXPPDWLYH
DVVHVVPHQWDQGGDWD
x WHDFKHUVIURPDOOSULPDU\VFKRROVDQG.6
PDWKVDQG(QJOLVKOHDGHUVWRRNSDUWLQWKH
ZULWLQJRIRXU.3,V
x +HDGWHDFKHUV'HSXW\+HDGVDQG$VVHVVPHQW
/HDGVDQGRXUPXOWLDFDGHP\WUXVW&(ROHGWKH
FUHDWLRQRIRIDVVHVVPHQWSULQFLSOHVNH\
SULRULWLHVDQGVHOHFWLRQDQGFUHDWLRQRQRXU
WUDFNLQJV\VWHP
x :HZHUHVXSSRUWHGE\-DPHV3HPEURNHDVDQ
LQGHSHQGHQWVFKRROGDWDDGYLVRUDQG3URIHVVRU
*RUGRQ6WREDUWDVRXUUHVHDUFKHU
x WHDFKHUVFRPSOHWHGRXURQOLQHVXUYH\RQFH
WKHQHZVXPPDWLYHDVVHVVPHQWV\VWHPKDG
EHHQHVWDEOLVKHG

3URFHVV


5HVXOWV
Our initial staff survey showed that, since the removal of levels, teachers were increasingly 
uncertain about their summative assessments. This had resulted in an increase in workload. 
After the creation of clear KPIs and depth descriptors teacher confidence in summative 
assessment had increased to at least as high as it was when we used levels.   
The use a a flexible and realtively simple tracking simple tracking system also reduced 
teacher workload. 
Overall, 73% of teachers reported that, after one round of summative assessment using our 
new system, that their workload has been reduced.  
5HVHDUFKGHVLJQ
2XUUHVHDUFKSURMHFWLQYHVWLJDWHGLIHVWDEOLVKLQJDVFKRROEDVHG
VXPPDWLYHDVVHVVPHQWV\VWHPZLWKWKHIROORZLQJZRXOGUHGXFH
WHDFKHUZRUNORDG
x ,QFUHDVLQJWHDFKHUFODULW\RYHUWKHNH\DVSHFWVRIWKH
FXUULFXOXPWKDWWKH\QHHGWRDVVHVVLQUHDGLQJZULWLQJDQG
PDWKVIRUFKLOGUHQLQ<HDUV±
x ,QFUHDVLQJWHDFKHUV¶XQGHUVWDQGLQJRIZKDWGHSWKORRNVOLNHLQ
UHDGLQJZULWLQJDQGPDWKVLQ\HDUV±
x 8VLQJDVLPSOHWUDFNLQJV\VWHPWRERWKHQWHUDQGH[WUDFWGDWD

7KHFRPELQDWLRQRIFOHDU.3,VDQHIIHFWLYHDQQXDOVXPPDWLYH
DVVHVVPHQWPRGHODQGDQHDV\DQGHIILFLHQWWUDFNLQJV\VWHPVKRXOG
ZHSURSRVHGUHVXOWLQDFOHDUDQGVLPSOHVXPPDWLYHDVVHVVPHQW
V\VWHPWKDWDOOWHDFKHUVXQGHUVWDQGDQGFDQXVH7KLVPHHWVNH\
UHFRPPHQGDWLRQRIWKH&RPPLVVLRQRQ$VVHVVPHQWZLWKRXW/HYHOV
WKDW
VFKRROVDVNWKHPVHOYHVZKDWXVHVWKHDVVHVVPHQWVDUH
LQWHQGHGWRVXSSRUWZKDWWKHTXDOLW\RIWKHDVVHVVPHQWLQIRUPDWLRQ
ZLOOEHKRZPXFKWLPHLWZRXOGWDNHWHDFKHUVWRUHFRUGWKH
LQIRUPDWLRQDQGKRZIUHTXHQWO\LWLVDSSURSULDWHWRFROOHFWDQGUHSRUW
LWS
&RQFOXVLRQV
2XUUHVHDUFKVKRZVWKDWWKHIROORZLQJUHGXFHWHDFKHUZRUNORDG
x ,PSURYLQJWKHFODULW\RIWHDFKHUXQGHUVWDQGLQJRIVXPPDWLYHDVVHVVPHQW.3,V
x (QVXULQJHDFKREMHFWLYHDOVRKDVDGHSWKGHVFULSWRUVDYHVVWDIIWLPHE\JLYLQJ
WKHPFODULW\RYHUZKDWWKH\DVVHVVLQJ
x 7HDFKHUVVKRXOGQRWEHDVVHVVLQJHYHU\QDWLRQDOFXUULFXOXPREMHFWLYH±WKH\
VKRXOGGHULYHNH\SHUIRUPDQFHLQGLFDWRUVIURPHDFK\HDUJURXS¶VFXUULFXOXPVR
WKDWHYHU\FKLOGKDVDFKLHYHGWKHNH\OHDUQLQJWKDWWKH\QHHGWRFRQWLQXHLQWRWKHLU
QH[W\HDUJURXS
x $FOHDUDQGSURSRUWLRQDWHDQQXDODVVHVVPHQWF\FOHEDVHGRQDSSURSULDWH
SULQFLSOHV
x $Q\DVVHVVPHQWGDWDLVHQWHUHGRQWRDWUDFNLQJV\VWHPMXVWRQFHDQGWKDWLWFDQ
EHXVHGPDQ\WLPHVE\PDQ\GLIIHUHQWSHRSOHZLWKLQDVFKRROV\VWHP
x 3RLQWLQWLPHDVVHVVPHQWDGGVWRWKHDFFXUDF\DQGUHOLDELOLW\RIWHDFKHU
DVVHVVPHQW
x :RUNORDGFDQEHPD[LPLVHGE\FRPSUHKHQVLYH&3'WRVXSSRUWWHDFKHUVLQXVLQJ
DVXPPDWLYHDVVHVVPHQWV\VWHP
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